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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine offers a
resolution for adoption, which the Secretary will read:

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 249), as follows;

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of WIL-
LIAM PIERCE FrYE the Senate do now adjourn.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution submitted by the Senator from Maine.

The resolution was unanimously agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock
and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Friday, March 15, 1912, at 2 o’clock p. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
TrurspAY, March 14, 1912,

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:
Our Father in heaven,
We can not nlwags trace the way
Where Thou, Almighty One, dost move}
But we can always, always say
That God is love.

There are no errors in the great eternal plan,
And all things work together
For the final good of man.

Yet we know that wrong is wrong and right is right, and
Thou hast laid upon us the stupendous responsibility of the
power of choice. To do wrong is to retard the coming of Thy
kingdom ; to do right is to hasten the final good of man. Help
us, therefore, as rational beings, to work together with Thee
that we may hasten the coming of Thy kingdom. In the spirit
of the Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

TAX ON INDIVIDUAL AND COPARTNERSHIP BUSINESS.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, from the Committee on Ways and
Means, reported a bill (H. R. 21214) to extend the special ex-
cise tax now levied with respect to doing business by corpora-
tions to persons, and to provide revenue for the Government by
levying a special excise tax with respect to doing business by
individuals and copartnerships, which was read a first and
second time, referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, and, with the accompanying report (No.
416) ordered to be printed.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present the
views of the minority on the same measure, and I ask unani-
mous consent that they be printed with the report (H. Rept.
416, pt. 2). /

Thlzz SP)EAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent to have the views of the minority printed with the re-
port. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed joint resolutions of the
following titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Rep-
resentatives was requested:

8. J. Res. 89. Joint resolution to amend the joint resolution
to prohibit the export of coal or other materials used in war
from any seaport of the United States;

&. J. Res. 87. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of
War to receive for instruction at the United States Military
Academy at West Point Messrs. Humberto Mencia and Juan
Dawson, of Salvador; and

8. J. Res. 88. Joint resolution relative to the transfer of all
books, maps, and other documents now in the possession of the
National Monetary Commission.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED,

Under clanse 2 of Nule XXIV, joint resolutions of the follow-
ing titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to
their appropriate eommittees as indicated below:

8. J. Res. 87. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of
War to receive for instruction at the United States Military
Academy at West Point Messrs. Humberto Mencia and Juan
Dawson, of Salvador; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

8. J. Res. 88. Joint resolution relative to the transfer of all
books, maps, and other documents now in the possession of the
National Monetary Commission; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

EXPORTATION OF COAL, ARMS, ETC. .

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of Senate jolut resolution 89, and I
ask the Speaker to lay it before the House for the action of the
House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman-from Texas asks unanimous
consent for the present consideration of Senate joint resolution
89. Is there objection? :

Mr. PAYNE. Let the resolution be read, Mr. Speaker,

« Mr. MANN. Let it be read for information.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution (8. J. Res. 89) to amend the joint resolution to pro-

hibit the export of coal or ‘other material used In war from an
seaport of the United States. x

Resolved, etc.,, That the joint resolution to prohibit the export of
coal or other material used In war from any seaport of the United
Fgﬁ‘t}% _approved April 22, 1898, be, and hereby is, amended to read as

That whenever the President shall find that in any American country
conditions of domestic violence exist which are promoted by the use of
arms or munitions of war furocured from the United States, the I'resl-
dent is hereby authorized, his diseretion, and with such limitations
and exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to prohibit b

roclama-
tion the export of arms or munitions of war from any o

United States to such country until otherwise ordered by t eaclgreiaﬂd;l;:
or by Congrrm

Bec. 2. That the shipment of any material prohibited b
lamation shall be punishable by fine not exeeeglng $10,00
ment not exceeding two years, or both.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I should like to say that my attention was called to a similar
resolution referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce by the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr.
LitrreroN], and the illustrious chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Mr, CLAYTON,

I examined the bill and reached the conclusion, which I think
is a correct one, that it is not a matier which should be held n
for consideration by our committee, and that I have no c>bje<.b
tion to the action suggested by the gentleman from Texas, that
the matter be taken up and considered immediately.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, it is
unusual under the recent practice of the House—the rules now
providing for a Unanimous Consent Calendar—to give recog-
nition to ask unanimous consent for the consideration of a
measure. This measure could, if reported, be placed upon the
Unanimous ?onsent Calendar for Monday, and whether reported
or not, might be passed under suspension of the rules on Monday
if recognition were given for that purpose. But in considera-
tion of the emergency in this case, and without intending that
it shall create a precedent for ordinary bills, I shall not object.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is obliged to the gentleman from
Illinois for making that statement. If he had not made it, the
Chair would have made it himself. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr, CoayToN].

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on the Judiciary
had the subject matter of this resolution under consideration
at its meeting this morning, and that committee instructed me,
in anticipation of the coming of this resolution to the House
to-day from the Senate, to ask unanimous consent for the con-
sideration of the resolution and that it be amended in two
particulars—that the amendments be agreed to and that the
Senate joint resolution as so amended be passed. And it is in
pursuance of that resolution and the direction of the Committee
on the Judieiary that I join in the reguest for unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the resolution. Mr.
Speaker, unanimous consent having been given for the present
consideration of the resolution, I now move the following
amendments.

Beginning in line 10, page 1, strike out the following:

The President is hereby authorized, in his discretion and with such
limitations and exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to prohibit
by proclamation the export of.

And insert In lieu thereof the following:

And shall make proclamation thereof, it shall be unlawful to export,
except under such limitations and exceptions as the I'resident shall
preseribe, any.

Beginning in line 3, page 2, strike out the following:
The shipment of any material prohibited by.

And insert in lieu thereof the following:
Any shipment of material hereby declared unlawful after.
So that the resolution as amended will read as follows:

Resolved, That the joint resolution to prohibit the export of coal or
other material unsed in war from any seaport of the United States,
approved April 22, 1808, be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows:

That whenever the President shall find that conditions of domestic
violence exist in :mgl American country which are promoted by the
use of arms or munitions of war procured from the United States, and
shall make Tmclamn.ﬂon thereof, it shall be unlawful to exPort. except
under such limitations and exceptions as the President shall prescribe,
any arms or munitions of war from any place in the United States
to such country until otherwise ordered by the President or by Cengress.

such a proe-
, or imprison-
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Sec. 2. That any shipment of material hereby declared unlawful
after such a proclamation shall be punishable by fine not exceeding
$10,000, or imprisonment not exceeding two years, or both.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLAYTON. Yes. 5

Mr. BURLESON. As I understand it, the two amendments
suggested by the gentleman from Alabama meet with the
approval of the author of the resolution, the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. RRoot].

Mr. CLAYTON. They do. The Committee on the Judiciary
accorded a hearing this morning to the author of the Senate
joint resolution 89, and these amendments, I may say, are the
result .of the joint labor of the Senator from New York [Mr.
Roor] and of the gentleman from New York [Mr. LITTLETON],
each of whom introduced a resolution upon this subject, one in
the Senate and one in the House. These amendments are the

~ joint product of those two gentlemen, and meet with the ap-
proval of the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentlemah jyield for a

question?
Mr. CLAYTON. Yes.
Mr. MANN. The amended resolution as suggested by the

chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary does not change in
any way the substantive effect of the resolution, does it? Is
it a mere change of the language?

Mr. CLAYTON. It does not change the substantive effect
of the resolution. It is a change in the langnage. It does not
change the intention of the resolution or its substance. It
merely makes it more clear and free from criticism.

Mr. MANN. In what respect does it make it more clear?

Mr. GARNER. It makes it a little bit more grammatical, I
take it. :

Mr. NORRIS. No; it does more than that.

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, it takes away from it possible
criticism of the language in the original resolution. The gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Maxx], I am quite sure, has read the
case of Field v. Clark (143 U. 8.), where the objection was
made to the act there under consideration by the court, that the
language employed in the act was a delegation of congressional
power to the President of the United States. The court did not
agree with that view or with that criticism of the act there
under consideration. The amendments make the language en-
tirely free from the eriticism which might be suggested; that is,
that the nnamended resolution would be a delegation of certain
legislative powers to the President of the United States, whereas
these amendments make it clear that it is not a delegation of
any legislative power to the President, but confers a mere ad-
ministrative funection upon him.

Mr. MANN. When the gentleman's amendment was first re-
ported I got the impression, which, I think, was a mistaken im-
pression, that this required the President to make a proclama-
tion whenever disorder existed, which was promoted by arms,
and so forth

Mr, CLAYTON. It relates to an administrative matter.

Mr. MANN. As I understand the resolution, as now sug-
gested, it would not take effect until the President had made a
proclamation, and he is not required to make the proclamation
unless he chooses to do so.

Mr. CLAYTON. That is correct.

Mr. MANN. What I had in mind was this. I do not believe
that it should be required that the President shall make procla-
mation against the shipment of arms and munitions of war
whenever some local disorder happens in any of the American
States. The President ought to have the right to say whether
that disorder has reached the point where he is required to
make a proclamation.

Mr. GARNER. This resolution, as amended, gives him that
entire diseretion. :

Mr. CLAYTON.
dent.

+ Mr. GARNER. And if I understand it, it meets the approval
of both the Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] and the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. LiTTLETON].

Mr. CLAYTON. It does. With the permission of the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Gaexer], I will ask that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LitTLEToN] be heard.

Mr. LITTLETON. Mr. Speaker, the change in the resolution
as between the Senate resolution and the one now proposed
with the amendments is simply this: In the original resolution,
gs passed by the Senate, provision was made that the Presi-

ent—
is hereby authorized, in his discretion and with such limitations and

exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to prohibit by proclamation
the export of arms, etc.

I think that latitude is left with the Presi-

As amended we propose that it shall read:

That whenever the President shall find that conditions of domestic
violence exlst in any American country which are promoted by the use
of arms or munitions of war, procured from the United States, and shall
make proclamation thereof, {t shall be unlawful to export, except under
such limitations and exceptions as the President shall prescribe, any
arms or munitions of war, etc.

In other words, the resolution as it came from the Senate
made a violation of the President’s prohibition a crime, whereas
as now amended it makes the violation of the act of Congress
a crime when the President shall have proclaimed a certain
state of facts to exist. It therefore avoids the criticism which
has heretofore been made upon those acts.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to discuss the
amendments. What I want is the immediate passage of the
resolution; so I suggest that the amendments be adopted and
the resolution do pass.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Beginning in line 10, page 1, strike out the following:

* The President {s hereby authorized, in his discretion and with such
Ilimitations and exceptions as shall seem to him expedient, to prohibit
by proclamation the export of.”

[And insert in lieu thereof the following :

“And shall make proclamation thereof, It shall be unlawful to ex-
port, except under such limitations and exceptions as the President
shall prescribe, any.” 4

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment,

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Beginning in line 3, page 2, strike out the following:

*The shipment of any material prohibited by,”

And insert in llen thereof the fol lowlnf:

“Any shipment of material hereby declared unlawful after.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion now is on the third reading of
the amended Senate joint resolution.

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. GARNER, & motion to reconsider the vote by
which the resolution was passed was laid on the table.

THE BUGAR SCHEDULE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
21213) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1909.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Alabama that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the consideration of the bill H. I&. 21213,

The question 'was taken; and there were on a division (de-
manded by Mr, MaNN)—ayes 104, noes 83.

So the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 21213) to revise the sugar schedule, with Mr.
Aparr in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A blll (H. R. 21213) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1800.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with the first reading of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from  Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.
Is there cbjection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, this bill makes an entire
change in the present law relating to the tax on sugar. The
Government of the United States since almost the heginning of
its history has levied an import tax on sugar, except when the
McKinley bill was enacted into law. It is true that the Wilson
bill, when it passed this House, provided for free sugar, but
that bill was amended in the Senate, and in conference a tax
was placed on sugar imported in the United States. At the
time the Republican Party placed sugar on the free list, through
the McKinley bill, they provided for a bounty to be paid to the
sugar manufacturers, recognizing, from their standpoint. that
the sugar manufacturer and producer had a vested right in
tariff taxation.

Myp. Chairman, I do not believe any bill has been presented to
this House or will be presented to it that more clearly marks
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the dividing line between the two great political parties of this
country than does the bill now presented for consideration.
The minority members of the Ways and Means Committee, in
their report on this bill, contend that we are about to destroy
a great industry of the United States; that this industry has a
vested right in the taxes levied at the customhonse. Mr. Chalir-
man, the position the Republican Party has always taken in
reference to taxes levied at the custombouse is that such taxes
are for the benefit of industries, and, going one step further, it
is but natural for them to recognize a vested interest in the
power to tax the American people for special privileges. On the
other hand, the party that I represent on this floor has never,
from the beginning of its history, contended that it was legiti-
mate to levy taxation for any other purpose than that of rais-
ing revenues to support the Government of the United States.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

We have never recognized any man or any industry as own-
ing the vested right in their power to tax the American people.
Your party, the descendant of the Federalists and Whigs, have
attempted to engraft, and have engrafted, on the legislative
history of this country those prineiples brought here from the
English Crown.

Not many years ago I recall having a gentleman in the city
of London tell me that one of the great lords of that realm
possessed the right to tax every man that went to a certain
market of London to sell to the people of that great city their
daily food, and that he had a vested right to that privilege;
that one of his sainted and decorated ancestors in the days of
Queen Elizabeth had been granted that privilege, and the pres-
ent peer had inherited from his ancestors the right to levy a tax
on the sale of food in one of the great marts of London,

Now, there are some genilemen on that side of the House
who pretend that we are committing an unjustifiable act, be-
cause we are willing to say and to enact into law the repeal of
a tax on food, and to deny that any industry or any man in the
United States has a vested right in the privilege of taxing the
American people. [Applause on_ the Democratic side.] This
bill, if it becomes a law, will admit free of duty sugar of every
kind and description from all the markets of the world. It is
contended that if we pass this bill we will destroy an American
industry. I do not belleve that true, so far as the American
sugar-refining companies are concerned; that is, the cane-sugar
refining companies. I want to call your attention to what it
costs in the various countries of the world fo refine sugar in
bond, where no tax is levied and where the result is not affected
by taxation, and make the comparison as to whether the Ameri-
can refinery is enabled to face free competition with the markets
of the world.

These average quotations as to the cost of refining are net
cash, in cents per pound, for the year 1910, and relate to sugar
in bond in the various countries of the world. They are as
Tollows.

In England refined sugar in bond is guoted for 1910 at 3.706
cents; in Germany, 3.640 cents; in Austria, 3.800 cents; in
France, 4.070 cents; and in the United States, 3.532 cents. The
result is that sugar is quoted in bond in the United States for
the year 1910 cheaper than untaxed sugar in bond was quoted
in any of the great European countries that produce sugar.

Now, if that is the case, is it possible that any man can con-
tend that placing sugar on the free list is going to destroy
the industry of refining cane sugar in America? I think not.
But it is contended that cane sugar is only a portion of the
product and that the untaxing of the sugar of the American
people might destroy the beet-sugar industry of America.

I want to call your attention to this fact, that the total cost
of producing 501,700 tons of beet sugar and the associated by-
products in the year 1909 by the beet-sugar factories of America
was $37,353,000; that the value of products as shown by the
census returns was $48122000, showing a total profit to the
beet-sugar manufacturers of the United States in that year of
$11,000,000, according to the census figures, Their total capital
invested amounted to $129,000,000. It is recognized by all that
probably one-half of that capital represents watered stock. Yet,
as shown by the census figures, they made a profit on their
total capital stock of 9 per cent during the year 1009. That
does not look as if this infant industry was struggling for an
existence. But they may say, “If you repeal the tax that
protects their market you will destroy their profits.” But I
want to tell you that the investigations made by this House
show that the beets in the United States cost the factories here
less than in Germany, its competitor.

Mr. FORDNEY. Can the gentleman show official figures for
that, please? y

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have not the official figures, but they
are contained in the Hardwick report. The report states it,

the witnesses so stated it, and I have not seen it denied. The
gentleman publishes in his minority views a lot of ancient fig-
ures that are not up to date. Only day before yesterday a
man who came from Germany and knew the facts stated to
me that during last year the cost in Germany was $7.50 a ton
for beets. The gentleman does not contend that it cost more
than $5 or $6 in America to-day. There is no one who contends
for one moment that the beets of this country have not higher
Eua{g content than the beets of Germany, our principal com-
petitor.

3 Mg. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman pardon me for a ques-

on

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes,

Mr. FORDNEY. I wish the gentleman would kindly show
statistics for that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will refer you to the Hardwick report.

Mr. FORDNEY. I think I can show from that it is right the
reverse.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course I know there are some beet
fields in the United States where the beets are raised under
humid conditions and a great deal of water is in them, and that
under such conditions there is a low percentage of sugar in the
beets. But in Colorado and Utah and portions of California,
which are arid sections, I contend that it can not be contra-
dicted that the percentage of actual sugar in the beet is greater
than in the beets of any country of Europe.

Mr. HARDWICK. If the gentleman will pardon me, Dr,
Wiley swore that before the committee.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There is no question as to that fact.
Now, what is the result? The beet-sugar interests of this
country have a cheaper beet at the factory, with a higher sugar
content. They have as good machinery to produce the result,
and probably better machinery, than their foreign competitor.
Yet, although the labor cost at the beet-sugar factories in
Europe may be less, the cost of coal in the European countries
is far greater, and certainly equalizes the difference in labor
cost.

Mr, PICKETT. Will the gentleman yield to a gquestion?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. ?

Mr. PICKETT. I wish to call the attention of the gentleman
to the report of the majority, on page 5, where it says that the
‘cost of sugar would average 2.415 centg, and then goes on and
observes that it is also ascertained that the cost to the United
States is 3.54 cents, or a difference of practically 1.13 cents.
In view of the statement the gentleman has made, I thought I
would direct his attention to these figures and ask for an
explanation.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. That is a quotation from the Hardwick
committee. I am stating why I believe that the cost of pro-
ducing sugar at the American factories is no greater than it is
in Germany. I will repeat the statement that the sugar content
of the beet in this country on an average is greater and costs
less at the mill; and although the labor cost is less in Europe
the expense for fuel is greater, and this to a large extent makes
up the difference in labor cost.

But, aside from that, the testimony before the Hardwick com-
mittee and before the Committee on Ways and Means three years
ago is that for a large portion of the American market the beet-
sugar refiner of the West hag a railroad freight rate that abso-
lutely protects his market. their report the minority them-
selves call your attention to the fact that the beet-sugar in-
dustry of the United States can not come farther eastward with
its product than Pittsburgh and Buffalo and farther south than
Arkansas.

Now, what does that mean? They can not come farther than
that into the markets of the cane-sugar refiner, because the
freight rate becomes prohibitive and drives them back.

That same freight rate that prohibits them from coming into
the eastern market also prohibits the foreign sugar, or the re-
finer of cane sugar, from going westward into their markets, so
that they have a market, although not as large probably as
they want; not as large as the minority members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means would like to give them, because
they say in their report:

. If you extend this tax and continue this tax on the American people
you can create a market for the bl% beet-sugar refiners that will
extend to a territory far beyond what it does at present by reason of
the tax.

There is no question about that. If you put a prohibitive im-
port tax on cane sugar and also a prohibitive tax on beet sugar,
I have no doubt that you could turn over the entire market of
the United States to those who make beet sugar in the western
mountains.

But there is no doubt about the fact that if you put sugar
on the free list, as designed by this bill, the freight rate will

A\
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afford protection for a reasonable market for these beet-sugar
refineries in the West. You are not going to destroy the cane
refiner, because, according to the report, he is selling his sugar
cheaper in the East to-day than his competitors. You are not
going to destroy the beet-sugar manufacturer, because-he has a
freight rate that protects his market just as the freight rate
protects the iron and steel market of the Mississippi Valley.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Nebraska?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. For a question.

Mr, NORRIS. Does the gentleman contend that the present
market of the beet-sugar factories could be retained on account
of this freight-rate protection?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. No; I did not say that. Of course I
recognize the fact that the beet-sugar man may not be able to
retain his market all the wa% to Pittsburgh and Buffalo, but
there is a western market that he can retain.

Mr. NORRIS. Can the gentleman fell what that is?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I can not; neither can you.

Mr. NORRIS. I admit I can not.

Mr. MURDOCK. At present prices?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly not at present prices.

Mr, MURDOCK. While the gentleman says that the western
manufacturer of beet sugar will be protected by the freight
rates, he means protected in what? In the present level of
prices?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, no. He ought not to be protected
in the present level of prices. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.]

Mr. MURDOCK. But will he be?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I say he ought not to be, and I do not
think he will be. He is making to-day, according to the census,
9 per cent on his capitalization, and half of his capitalization is
water. He is making 18 per cent on his real capitalization, and
that profit is being dragged out of the Ameriean people by
taxation. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MURDOCK. As a matter of fact, the beet-sugar people
made 16 per cent last year.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I am talking about the last cen-
sus year and giving the gentleman census figures. I have no
doubt that the gentleman from Kansas is right and that my
figures are conservative and his progressive. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

My, FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Miehiigan?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman has just stated that he is
not in favor of dragging out of the people the present price of
sugar. Will the gentleman explain to the House what caused
the high price of sugar during the months of August and Sep-
tember and October in the year 1911, when there was no do-
mestic erop on the market?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was due, to a large extent, to the
Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act, which the gentleman helped to put
into law. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. That is your answer—if that is satisfac-
tory to you.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado.
man yleld?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Colorado?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I would like to ask the gentle-
man if he ean name to the House a single large American in-
dustry that is not dragging enormous and unjust profits out of
the American people, without any reference to the question as
to whether it has a tariff on its produocts or not. Such industries,
for instance, as the Oil Trust or the Steel Trust, which latter
was shown the other day by a report of one of the committees of
the House to be making a profit of 240 per cent annually——

Mr. BARTLETT. Ob, no; that was only on one railroad
that it owns.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That does not justify it; but as a
fact there are some industries in this country that do not exist
as a result of protection by taxation. Omne of them is the
cotton-growing industry in my own Southland. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want to know if the gentle-
man's statement about dragging the profits out of the people is
not altogether begging this question?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Well, if my friend will allow me to go
on I will give my reasons for it. I recognize that we have got
to levy taxes at the customhouse in order to produce revenue.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

I wish we did not have to levy any taxes at the customhouse. But
I do say this, that when you come to levying cnstomhouse
taxes the most unjust tax that ean be levied on a people is that
on the food they consume. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Now, I want to call your attention fo the reason why I say
this tax is unjust, and why I say it is dragging money out of
the American people to support this industry. The original
theory of the Republican Party in favor of protection was not
in favor of continuing forever a protective tariff. They con-
tended in the days of Henry Clay—the protectionists of that
day contended—that they levied a tariff for protection in order
to build up infant industries; but they never contended that fhe
protection should be maintained forever—a burden kept on the
people continuously for the purpese of benefiting one man by
taxing another.

Now, you should test this case according to the theory of the
Republican fathers, not the theory of the standpat Republicans
of to-day, who believe in the right to tax the American for
the sake of special privilege; but try this case according to the
theory of your fathers. You have maintained a tax on sugar
almost from the begzinning of the Government. Whan at one
time you took it off you taxed the American people in another
way and gave a bounty to the sugar producer.

But what is the result of your taxation? We find to-day that
it is not building up an industry necessary to supply the Amer-
ican people with sugar. You are hothousing, or attempting to
hothouse, a plant where it was not intended to grow. The beet-
sugar industiry of the United States to-day produces only about
one-seventh of the quantity of sugar consumed annually by the
American people. The cane-sngar industry in the United States
produces to-day only one-tenth of the American consumption.
The total sugar that is produced in the United States, both cane
and beat, amounts to 1,717,000,000 pounds, or less than one-
fourth of the sugar annually consumed by the American people.
The total production of beet sugar in the Western States and
of cane sugar in Loulsiana furnishes the American people with
only one-fourth of the amount of sugar that is necessary to sup-
ply their needs.

Now you want to continue to maintain a tax of over 1% cents
a pound on every pound of sugar consumed by the American
people for the purpose of fostering the growth of an industry
that has been protected for generations and still hag not de-
veloped to the point of independence.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield right there?

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
this statement.

Now, what is this costing the American people? The tariff
adds $115,000,000 to the cost of the total annual American sugar
supply. Now, as the production here amounts to only 1,717,000,000
pounds, the American people are forced to pay the equivalent of
6.7 cents a pound to foster every pound of American-grown
sugar—I mean sugar produced in continental America.

Now, are you going to stand on that? Is that a proposition
which you gentlemen propose to take back to your constituents,
that wherever the American people are a tax is to be levied on
them amounting to the equivalent of 6.7 cents upon every pound
of American sugar produced? Are they ready to justify that
tax, or to pay it? I think not. I think that when an American
industry, after years of experiment, has to be fostered and held
up under such conditions, it is time to remove the tax and give
the American people a chance for themselves. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Is the gentleman in favor of giv-
ing any protection to any infant industry in the country?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will answer the gentleman very can-
didly. I am surprised that it is necessary for him to ask me
that guestion, after the number of speeches that he has heard
me make on the tariff. I do not believe that any tariff for the
sake of protection is justified. [Applause on the Demoecratie
side.]

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I will ask the geuntleman, since
when has that become the doctrine of our party.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It has always been the doctrine of the
Deinocratie Party. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The
doctrine of the Democratic Party from the beginning has been
that there is no justifieation to tax the American people except
to raise the revenue that is necessary to support the Govern-
ment. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr., RUCKER of Colorado. One more question. Where does
the gentleman draw the line when he speaks of the Republican
gide of this House being in favor of protection upon the theory
that an industry is an infant one? When does the industry be-
come an adult, speaking now with reference to the beet-sugar
industry ?

In just a moment. I want to finish
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Mr. BARTLETT. Never, under a Republican tariff.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that the
time when these infant industries were really infants runs to
a time when the memory of the present generation runneth not

the contrary.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. But that is not so with the beet
industry.

Mr. JAMES. Theyareall “beat” industries—beating the Amer-
ican people out of money. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The beet industry has been in existence
45 years.

Now, Mr, Chairman, I do not intend to detain the committee
much longer with this argument. It is contended in the minor-
ity report that the American people will not get the benefit of
the reduction of this tariff. If you do not reduce the price of
sugar to the American people by reducing the tariff, how are
your beet-sugar people in the West going to be hurt by the
tariff reduction? [Applause on the Democratic side.] If you
are going to keep up the price of sugar and the American
people will not get the benefit of it, how is competition going fo
hurt you? But I contend that the American people will get the
benefit of this reduction. It is one of the few articles in the
entire tariff list where a reduction in tariff duties will be ac-
companied by a reduction in the price of the commodity.

I want to call your attention to the difference in the whole-
sale price of sugar at Hamburg, the open market of the world,
and the wholesale price at New York. Although, as I pointed
out some time ago, sugar in bond in Germany—that is, un-
taxed—sold in 1910 for more than it did in the United States,
while the wholesale price of taxed sugar in Hamburg for 1911
was 282 per pound on raw sugar, compared with 4.45 per
pound in New York, a difference of 1.63 cents per pound.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit? Is not that
the quotation on European raws, from which we drew not a
single pound?

AMr. UNDERWOOD. I will give the gentleman the quota-
tions on granulated, if he is not satisfied.

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I am speaking of raw sugar.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, certainly; but it is the price,
whether they come from there or not.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Here is your granulated sugar. In
1011 the wholesale price of granulated sugar in Hamburg was
3.20 cents per pound, while in New York it was 5.34 cents,
a difference of 2.14 cents per pound, or more than the difference
in the tariff with the freight rate added. Yet the gentleman
contends that if we take away this tariff tax it will not affect
the market.

Mr, FORDNEY. What will be the effect on domestic sugar,
of the sugar refined by the trust that you propose now to aid?

Mr. UNDERWOOD., It is refined sugar in New York.
Whether it is Louisiana sugar, Cuban sugar, or Philippine sugar
makes no difference to the American people. It is the price of

sugar.

Mr. FORDNEY. That was the price fixed by the institution
that you propese in your bill to aid—the Sugar Trust.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
brings this argument down to a point where he stands behind
his last breastwork. Think of the beet-sugar industry of this

. country confending that the Democratic Party is in favor of
free sugar for the purpose of aiding the American Sugar Re-
fining Co., or the Sugar Trust!

Mr. FORDNEY. Absolutely, that is my contention.

AMr. UNDERWOOD. Just let me present a picture to you.
Who maintains this American Sugar Refining Co.? Who is it
that votes for the Itepublican Party? Who were in partnership
with the Sugar Trust when, by a secret spring, it robbed this
Government of millions of dollars? IRepublican officials in the
State of New York. [Applause on the Democratic side.] You
never could trace the trail of the Sugar Trust into the Demo-
cratic ecamp. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Talk about
our putting sugar on the free list for the benefit of the Ameri-
can Sugar Trust! Democratic hands have been clean since
the beginning, so far as that trust is concerned.

Mr. PAYNE. Did not the Sugar Trust contribute a large
amount to the gentleman's party, campaign after campaign?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have never known it.

Mr. PAYNE. Everybody else in the United States has known
it. I donot know whether the gentleman can find itout. The Dem-
ocratic officers of the Sugar Trust said so. They are on record.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I should like to have the gentleman pro-
duce his proof. I have never seen it or heard it.

Mr. HINDS. Deoes the gentleman from Alabama yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will

Mr. HINDS. I will say, on my own——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield for a question; not for a speech.

Mr. HINDS. I thought the gentleman asked if anyone
could produce evidence, and said he had not seen the evidence.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do say so. I never have seen it,
and I do not believe there is any.

Mr. HINDS. If the gentleman will go to the office of the
American Sugar Refining Co., in New York City, and ask for
their ledger and look at the special account, he will find that
on the same day large sums of money were paid to men iden-
tified first with the Republican Party and next with the Demo-
cratic Party as managers and treasurers of their organizations.

Mr. HARDWICK. And the gentleman will alsgo find that the
check sent to the Demeccratic Party was returned and the
check sent to the Republican Party was cashed and spent in
the election. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HINDS. We traced that out. The check sent to the
Democratic Party was deposited in the bank, and after being
deposited in the bank was withdrawn and the top of it torn
off ; and if you will study contemporary literature you will see
that no motive of virtue inspired that Democratic campaign
manager. [Cries of “Oh!” on the Demoecratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Nevertheless the Democratic Party did
noet get the money and the Republican Party did. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HINDS. Possibly there may be some virtue in a man in
that situation who is compelied to disgorge, but I can not see
it. [Cries of “Oh!” on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will tell you why the
American Sugar Refining Co. is not in favor of free sugar here.
It is not to their interest to be. They get to-day a 20 per cent
reduction on all sugar that comes from Cuba, and more than
one-half of the raw sugar that comes info this country is from
Cuba. The American Refining Co. gets that reduection. This
is to their advantage in facing competition with the world. It
is not the differential on sugar that is their protection. The
greatest protection that the American sugar refiner gets to-day
is the reduction of 20 per cent in the duty on sugar imported
from Cuba. Now, if you put sugar on the free list, the Ameri-
can refiner is deprived of that advantage over the foreign pro-
ducer.

The result of giving them that 20 per cent reduction on the
cost of raw sugars has been so effective in the past that there
is practically no refined sugar imported info this country, but
when you take all taxes off and give the refiner no advantage
over nis foreign competitor, in reference to Cuban sugar, he is
deprived of that protection just as well as the beet-sugar man
is deprived of his protection.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman a
question ? ’

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I am
anxious to conclude.

Mr. AUSTIN. I really want fo vote for the gentleman’s bill,
but I want a certain matter cleared up to my satisfaction.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. My time is nearly up, and I will ask
the gentleman to hasten with his question.

Mr AUSTIN. We put hides on the free list, and yet there
was no reduction in the price of leather or the price of shoes.
If I believed—and I am a standpat Republican on the tariff—
that the consumer was going to get a reduction of a cent and a
half a pound

Mr. LANGLEY. Or any substantial reduction.

Mr. AUSTIN. Or any substantial reduction, I would vote
for the bill; and if the gentleman will amend the bill so that
in the event there is not a substantial reduction to the con-
sumer the present tariff on sugar shall be restored, I will sup-
port the bill, if so amended.

Mr. LANGLEY. And so will I.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr., Chairman, my friend is very hard
to convince, but I desire to call his attention to what Mr. Claus
Spreckels, one of the independent refiners of sugar, stated in
the hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means in the
consideration of the Payne bill.

Mr. Spreckels testified that the price of refined sugar to the
American consumer is affected to the full extent of the duty.
Further, in reply to the inquiry as to whether the exemption
of sugar from duty would reduce the price by the amount of
the duty Mr. Spreckels replied, “ By the amount of the duty.”
Further confirmation of the faet that the full amount of the
tariff tax on sugar is transferred to the consumer in the form
of Increased prices is found in the evidence of Mr, Wallace I,
\Willett, a recognized sugar statistical expert, in his testimony
before the special Hardwick committee, page 3547, where he
ENyS:

Whenever duty is taken off, the consumer gets the full benefit of the
amoeunt of duty taken off and also a part of the lower cost of refining,

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt but that if you take the duty
off sugar the consumer will get the benefit. That was demon-

-
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strated when the Republican Party passed the McKinley bill
Almost immediately after the enactment of the McKinley bill
into law the price of sugar dropped about 2 cents a pound to
the American consumer.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question? I want to ask him if he does not know that on
page 3977 and on page 3078 Mr. Willett takes back every word
that the gentleman has quoted him as having said?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I have not been advised
to that effect, and if he does, I have overlooked it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado.- Mr. Chairman, I dislike to inter-
rupt the gentleman from Alabama, but I am very anxious to
ask him a question on the point that he is just making. I am
not sure that the figures which 1 have are correct, I am not
authority for them, but I have been informed that for the 4
years during the operation of the MeKinley bill, under free
sugur, the average wholesale price of sugar in New York City
was £4.84 per hundred, and that during the 16 years since that
time, excluding last year, the price ranged about $4.60 per hun-
dred; in other words, the average price for the 4 years
under the McKinley bill, the wholesale price, ranged slightly
higher than it did during the 14 years succeeding, under the
Dingley law.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is mis-
taken. Here are the figures:

Averege American prices of raw and refined sugars before and after
formation of the trust (lerms net cash).

[Burean of Statistics, Department of Commerce and Labor.]

e Rt |
Years. oa:;hﬂm- ‘Tariff changes. d | rawand
(cents) (cents). | (cents).
5.729 | 6. 441 0.712
5.336 6.117 T8
5. 245 6.013 768
o759 | |sune 1, 1883: 96°, 2.24; 4 cents o 5
5. 451 degree; refined, 33. Apr. 1, 1591: 6:1?1 720
4 883 Raws free; » ¥ cent; bount; 4601 "89g
3311 on domestics. Au 23, lmi: | T 1085
3. 050 Ra 40 per cent; § cent added 484 1153
3,240 for ed; ¥y cont countervailing 41790 880
3970 duty. Jul_y 24, 1807: 1.685, 33 cents 4152 "33
3 624 per degree; refined, 1.95. 150 “008
3. 557 4. 503 46
4.5 4. 965 .730
4,419 4.919 500
4. 566 5.320 .T54
4,047 5. 060 1.003
3. 542 4. 455 .913
3. 720 4.638 018
3.974 4.712 .78
4.278 5. 266 978
3. 686 4. 515 -89
3.756 |. 4.049 893
4.073 4.957 884
4,007 4. 766 . 758
4.188 4.972 <T84

38hort crop in Cuba.

1 Decrease in Evuropean crop supply of 1,000,000 tons.
¢Short crop in Europe.

tInerease in Eurcpean crop supply of 2,()9(1,000 tons.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I propose to follow up this mat-
ter. I will say that I am not sponsor for those figures, but they
were given to me by a well-informed gentleman who is usually
very accurate.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will gay to the gentleman that I have
the official prices of sugar.

My, MARTIN of Colorado. I do not question the drop at the
beginning, but I take the full average for the whole 14 years.

Afr. UNDERWOOI. As shown in this table of prices, the
enactment of the MeKinley law putting sugar on the free list re-
duced the price of sugar about 2 cents a pound.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Is it not a fact that during the four
years that the McKinley law was in force and when sugar was
on the free list the average price pald by the American con-
sumer for sugar was practically the same as it was for the four
preceding years and the four succeeding years?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I do not think se.

Mr. BROUSSARD. That is the faet.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman is mistaken. I con-
sulted the figures only yesterday, and I know that when the
McKinley bill was enacted into law sugar dropped about 2 cents

a pound.
Mr. BROUSSARD. I am talking about the price to the con-
sumer. We are speaking of the consumer.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And I am talking of the wholesale price
of sugar. :

Mr. BROUSSARD. The gentleman’s bill intends to reduce
the price to the consumer.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly it will.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Is it not a fact that the consumer paid
just as much and above and beyond the price he formerly paid
when sugar was not on the free list, and contributed 2 cents a
pound for every pound of sugar produced in the United States?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think he did.

Mr. BROUSSARD. I am certain that he did.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I quote the wholesale prices. If some
corner groceryman held up the price to his customers, that is
another matter. I do not know whether that is g0 or not.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Will he not do it again?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; he will not.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Why will he not?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Because when you fix the policy of the
United States to put sugar on the free list, and have absolute
competition with the markets of the world, that world-wide
competition will bring dewn the price.

Mr. BROUSSARD. But it was on the free list under the Me-
Kinley bill, and that epened this market to the markets of the

world.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And it brought down the price.

- Mr. BROUSSARD. I would like to see the gentleman’s
figures.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, T would like
to ask the gentleman from Alabama a question, and I will ask
unanimous consent that his time be extended in order that I
might ask that question. He has entirely ignored Louisiana. I
want to ask him something about Louisiana sugar.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have only five minutes remaining.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman’s time be extended for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman will ask his question
I will try to answer it.

Mr. BROUSSARD. I desire to ask %the gentleman another
question.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have not the time.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. I notice the gentleman en-
tirely failed in his report upon this bill to say anything of the
effect of the bill upon Louisiana sugar. He discussed the effect
on beet sugar, but says nothing about its effect on Lounisiana
sugar. I have followed the gentleman's speech very carefully,
and he has not alluded to the possible effect of the bill upon
the Louisiana industry. I would like to have him now explain
that, if he will.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Certainly, if the gentleman will allow
me to proceed to close, I will. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
brings me to the point with which I desire fo conclude. He
says that T have not referred to Louisiana nor given statistics
as to whether the Louisiana industry can survive or not. I will
say to the gertleman eandidly that I do not know. I do not
know whether it can or not. I hope it ean, but I want to say
this, that of the total amount of sugar that is consumed by the
American people, the State of Louisiana produces about one-
tenth. The American people were taxed $32,000,000 at the
customhouses in 1911, and over $60,000.000 by the refiners and
producers of sugar to maintain this Industry. I am not pre-
pared to say that the Louisiana industry can suvrvive, but I
can say, that there is no prineciple in the Democratic Party that
justifies any man in saying that we should maintain a tax of
$115,000,000 upon the bellies of the poor people of America in
order to maintain an industry in Louisiana whieh ean not
produce one-tenth of the sugar used by the Ameriean people.
[Applause.]

Mr. RANSDELL of Lonisiana. Is it not a fact that we have
maintained a very considerable duty on this Louisiana industry
since 1789 without one single moment of delay, and is it not a
further fact that the Demoecratic Party in its last expression
of opinion at Denver declared for a gradual reduetion of the
tariff, to reduce it to a revenue basis, and never has declared
for complete and absolute destruction of any great business
which has been fostered for all of these years? [Applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, answering the gentle-
man's question, as I stated, I do not know whether the removal
of this tax will destroy the sugar industry in Lounisiana or not.
I hope it will not, bat I do say that with sugar in Porto Rico,
sngar in the Philippines, sngar in our eontinental possessions,
it does not represent an economic truth for the gentleman from
Louisiana or myself to stand for a position that necessitates the
Ameriean people to be taxed over $100,000,000 in order to
foster an industry, which the gentleman in his own statement
admits Ifis been fostered for a hundred years and which he
says ean net survive without the protecting hand of the Govern-
ment of the United States. [Applause.]
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman desire more
time so that he can answer questions of genilemen on the floor?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, I will say to the gentle-
man from Illinois that, as the time will be limited, I do not
think any gentleman ought to occupy more than an hour. I
would object to any other gentleman occupying more than an
hour, and I shall not ask it myself.

Mr. MANN. As the gentleman himself introduces the bill
and undertakes to explain if, it seems to me he ought to have
time enough in which to answer any questions which any gen-
tleman may desire to ask.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think I have fully explained the bill
to those who want an explanation.

Mr. MANN. I want an explanation. Perhaps I am not in-
telligent enough to understand the gentleman's explanation.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular order. -

Mr. MANN. There are many gentlemen who require more
time. If the gentleman does not want to answer or give infor-
mation, we will not compel him to.

Mr. McCALL. Mr, Chairman, I do not know the purpose of
the incursion that the gentleman from Alabama made into
American history, but its effect clearly was to prove that this
bill was in violation of every Democratic precedent which has
ever been set upon the subject of sugar. He demonstrated ab-
solutely that we have had a tax upon sugar in this country
ever since the formation of the Constitution, except during two
or three years under the operation of a Republican tariff bill.
He now announces a theory which is novel in the history of
his party and which Is violated by every chancellor of the
exchequer in the civilized world, and claims that sugar should
be put absolutely upon the free list. I submit that the distin-
guished gentleman has entirely failed to give any reason in.a
broad discussion of the financial aspect of this bill why we
should depart from the almost uniform practice in the United
States and from the uniform custom of foreign nations and
put sugar upon the free list.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon], who is the
very worthy leader of his party, yesterday had a colloquy with
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxg], the ranking Re-
publican member upon the Committee on Ways and Means, and
it seemed to me that their attitude at that time very clearly
illustrated the difference in the methods of those gentlemen
with regard to dealing with tariff matters. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. Pay~E] was in favor of discussing a ques-
tion of this great importance and the gentieman from Alabama
was suddenly possessed with a notion that it was necessary to
pass it practically without debate.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe] has shown him-
gelf a very prudent steward of the Treasury. When he brought
in his tariff bill two years ago he found a great deficit in the
Treasury, and he had in mind to meet the main purpose of a
tariff bill, and under the operation of the law which bears his
name that deficit was dispelled and gave way to a surplus of
something like $30,000,000 a year. He did this by virtue of a
law which under its first full year of operation lias shown that
it levied a lower average ad valorem upon all imports coming
into the country than that of any fiscal year since 1843, when
the fiscal year was established, with the exception of those four
omnious and abnormal years preceding the Civil War.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] brings in
this bill, airily dispensing with this $53,000,000 of revenue
which the country to-day is enjoying under the Payne tariff
bill. And if you add to that the breach that he has made in
the Treasury wall by previous tariff bills, you will find that in
the aggregate he has taken by all his billg, if they should be-
come laws, something like a hundred million dollars from the
Treasury, and he proposes to repair this breach by the passage
of another bill which he has just reported to the House.

1 do not propose to discuss at any length the economic fea-
tures of the sugar tariff. That will be done by others of my
colleagues. Dut there has been no proof brought to show that
any of the sugar duty which is to be remitted would escape the
importer, the refiner, the jobber, the retailer, and the foreign
producer, and reach the ultimate consumer of sugar in the
United States. The gentleman from Alabama displays a good
deal of courage in view of our experience in the very recent
past in removing tariff duties, when he assuomes to prophesy
that the total amount of the reduction which he makes by the
proposed bill will reach the consumers of American sugars.
Undoubtedly by opening up our markets and by removing ob-
stacles. which exist to the importation of foreign sugar, foreign
countries could not put their surplus here as easily as they do
now. But by the removal of these obstacles there weuld be a
rise in the outside world's price of sugar. And then when you
take into acccount the enterprising gentlemen who stand be-

tween the customs house and the man who consumes, you can
easily see that no great amount of this reduction of duty is
likely to reach the consumer,

I wish to say a word with reference to the operation of this
bill upon Cuba. We are under peculiar obligations with re-
gard to Cuba. In 1903 we gave to the sugar of that island a
preferential entrance into our market of 20 per cent from our
general duty, and that has been a great boon to the island. It
has stood between her and revolution. It has added to her pros-
perity. We are under obligations to her not td admit sugar free
of duty, because she agreed if we would admit her sugar at 20
per cent from our regular rate, she in-turn would admit the
products of the United States at a reduction of from 20 to 40
per cent below her general tariff rates. The result of that
arrangement has been that in 1903 the imports into Cuba from
the United States amounted to some $21,000,000, and in the
year just closed they amounted to $60,000,000. That is, they
have increased about 300 per cent under the operation of this
treaty. The two largest items in the exports of the United
States and Cuba are the items of breadstuffs and meat, so that
if we terminate this arrangement by taking away the prefer-
ence which Cuba has in our market, we necessarily take away
at the same time the preference which Cuba has given us as a
consideration for that. We shall thus especially strike the
American farmer. He will get it “ coming and going.” He
will be harmed by the removal of the duty on sugar, and also
by the destruction of this very important item in our trade
with Cuba.

The same thing might be said, although perhaps it is not so.

important, in the case of Porto Rico. The remission of duty
which we made to Porto Rico has contributed materially to the
welfare 6f that island, and if her sugar is to be upon the same
basis as the sugar of all the world it will to that extent be an
injury to Porto Rico.

But what I particularly wish to discuss during the few
minutes in which I shall engage the attention of the committee
is the substitute which the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoon] offers for the sugar duty. As the gentleman from
New York [Mr. PaynNe] terms it, these two bills are twins.
They came into the world together, and you can not consider
the one without considering the other.

Mr. KITCHEN. Before you get on the other bill, in regard
to the excise tax, if it would not interrupt you, I would like to
ask you one question.

Mr. McCALL. Go ahead.

Mr. KITCHIN. I believe you say you are against free sugar.
When you were a young Member of this House, in the Fifty-
third Congress, did you not vote to free the people from the
tax on sugar and relieve them from that burden?

Mr. McCALL. T can look up my record and tell the gentleman
how I voted on any bill; but I do not remember how I voted on
the amendments that were offered to the Wilson tariff bill. I
was about to say a word with regard to the substitute that
is proposed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWoOD].
He says that he has a bill which he estimates, with a great
deal of optimism, is going to produce some $60,000,000 of
revenue a year, or $8,000,000 more than the amount we are
now deriving from sugar. I think those who will take the
pains to read the views of the minority, which were presented
to the House to-day by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoxNc-
worTH], will see clearly demonstrated there that this excise
bill, or income bill, or whatever it may be, will not yield above
$20,000,000 a year.

Why, gentlemen have made no investigation. They have
relied entirely upon the imagination. In the minority views
you will find a discussion of that guestion, and upon the best
available authority given I doubt, even if it could be enforced
in every particular, that it would yield as much as $20,000,000
a year. But this tax which is proposed to take the place of
the sugar duty is framed with reference to the decision of the
Supreme Court upon the corporation tax imposed by the Payne
bill. And they endeavor to phrase this law so as to apply to
an individual almost in the same nomenclature as the decision
applies to a corporation.

Why, the purpose is transparent. It is a bold attempt to
violate the Constitution of the United States. They could much
better have accomplished their purpose if they had put into
this bill a declaration that * every inhabitant of the United
States is hereby made a body politie and a corporation subject
to all the provisions of the corporation tax of 1000."”

But let us look at this tax for a moment. In the first place, to
whom would it apply? It is ostensibly directed to the doing
of business. To any individual or firm who has an annual
income from doing business of $5,000 this income fax would
apply. What is doing business? That has been adjudicated
by the Supreme Court by a decision in a case rendered on the
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game day that the corporation-tax law was upheld. In the
case of the Minneapolis Syndicate the Supreme Court held that
a corporation existing simply to hold the title to real estate
and to receive the income from it and to distribute that income
among its stockholders was not doing business within the
meaning of the act.

Now, if a corporation doing those things at which this law
was leveled was not doing business, much less is an individual
doing business who simply draws income from his rents, from
bonds, from mortgages, and in the usual way in which men get
income, without any effort, from inherited wealth; so that if
you leok at this bill closely you will find it is not a tax upon
accumulated wealth at all. Andrew Carnegie would pay nothing
under this bill. James J. Hill, John D. Rockefeller, and others
would pay nothing under it. None of those gentlemen would
pay anything under it who have made life merry in the last
few months before the committee of which our great and good
friend from Kentucky [Mr. Staxrey] is the chairman. Ac-
cumulated wealth is excepfed from the operation of this law,
and it is purely a tax upon industry.

To call a man who is cutting off coupons and receiving the
payment of interest money “a man in business” is doing
violence to the term. He is no more doing business than a
little bird is doing business which holds out its bill and re-
ceives a worm from the bill of its mother bird. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. McCALL. With pleasure.

Mr. COOPER. As to the point of doing business, would it
not be said that Mr. Carnegie has retired from business?

Mr. McCALL. Yes. Of him it would be said that he had
retired from business. Now, what they are trying to do in
this bill, and what I am trying to point out, is simply that they
level a tax against industry, against the right to work, against
the men who are following out the command, or the curse, or
whatever it may be called, to earn their bread by the sweat of
their brow, and they take and segregate a comparatively small
class of men for purposes of taxation.

This bill is not broadly framed, as is the income tax of
England, where incomes of £160 are taxed. But they segregate
a relatively small number of men, one or two or three hundred
thousand, and they take and carefully remove to a place of
safety from that group those who are living upon inherited or
accumnlated wealth; and they tax the men whose shoulders
are to the wheel and who are pushing forward the industries of
the country and furnishing means of livelihood to millions.

There is another thing that the gentleman from Alabama [Mr,
Unpeewoop], I think, has neglected to consider in proposing
this bill. He has ignored the history of his party by removing
the tax upon sugar. He is also ignoring the traditional position
of his party with reference to the importance of the local gov-
ernments under our system. The States and the counties and
municipalities bear the great burdens of government. They
maintain the police, they make the roads, they protect against
fire, they educate the children. They have reason to spend $5
where this great central authority at Washington has the need
to spend $1. In the town in which I live, which has less than
10,000 people, our appropriations for the expenditures this year
amount to about $27 a head for every one of the population.
The appropriations and expenditures of the National Govern-
ment, omitting the postal receipts, where special service is ren-
dered, are only about $7 a head. That is, we spend about four
times a8 much in maintaining our local government there, four
times as much per capita, as it costs to run the Government
of the United States. :

Now, this central Government has the sole power to levy
duties upon imporis. That power has been taken away from
the States. The central Government has other great sources
of revenue. It can impose direct taxes, providing it follows the
rule of apportionment, and yet it goes galloping through all the
fields of revenue, and in so doing it attacks sources that hereto-
fore have been especially reserved for the States. It would
make it much more difficult for the States and the counties
and the cities to secure in the future the money that is neces-
sary to run them.

It can hardly De contended that so much of this tax as is a
tax upon the income of real estate is constitutional. That
would be directly in the teeth of a decision of the Supreme
Court. When you exclude the income from real estate, when
you take away the income from stocks, which are now taxed
under the corporation act or corporation tax law, and which
by the terms of this bill are not taxable, it is not possible for
you to figure up $10,000,000 that you are going to get out of
the pending bill instead of the magnificent sum of $60,000,000

accordingly, have included the table.

which the gentleman from Alabama proposes, and that is such
a material part of the bill that upon the decision of the court
upon the Wilson income-tax provision it would probably vitiate
the whole bill and make it all uneonstitutional.

This bill is sure to be followed by an increase in the force of
Federal inspectors, who will exercise an inqguisition over the
affairs of every man in the country. The corporations keep
books. They are public institutions. It is a simple thing for
them to make a return. It is a simple thing to inspect their
books, But under this law every man in the United States is
liable to have the sources of his income revealed; his books, if
he keeps them—and most of us do not keep them—and all his
affairs inquired into by inspectors sent out from Washington,
and this would produce an inquisition. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I should like to have leave to’
put in the REcorp some papers received from the Department of
State; a letter from Mr. Huntington Wilson and from Mr. C. M.
Pepper, giving the details of our trade with Cuba and Porto
Rico. I should like to have leave to extend my remarks in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCarn] asks leave to extend his remarks in the Recorp by
the insertion of certain papers named. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Following are the documents referred to:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, March 6, 1912.
Hon. 8. W. McCarLr,
House of Representatives.

DeEar Mr. McCALL: The department is transmitting under separate
cover various data relating to sugar and the Cuban reciprocity ireaty
in the form in which it can be printed without causing confusion. As
you will see the statistics show a steady growth in our percentage of
Cuban trade sinee the reclprocity treaty went into effect. Unfortunately
the Cuban official detailed statistics are very much behind in date.
They are, nevertheless, the ry basis of measuring the exact im-
Eorts of the various articles and the preference which is given to them.

think it quite allowable, however, to measure the total of our trade
with Cuba, which is favorably affected by the treaty and which would
lose the preference under free sugav, by our own export statistics, and,
While the figores based on the
latest Cuban table would show a little less than $40,000,000 worth of
goods the actual amount at the present time is $£60,000,000. As you
will gee by running through the articles all sections of the country are
benefited under the preference, the South in relation to cotton goods,
cottonseed ofil, and warious other articles of lecal production.

Canada would benefit very materially at our expense by the Cuban

reference on flour, fish, and lumber being removed ; Belgium and Great
ritain by the removal of the preference on sugar machinery. A good
many of the articles which come under machinery are manufactured
in the South. I have been told that a southern concern, located I think
at Atlanta, has the best chance for su%r machiner{, but have not had
an oppertunity to verify this fact oots and shoes are of special
interest to the trade which centers in St. Lounis, and which probably
does muech more business with Cuba than do your New England
factories. .
Sincerely, yours,

CHARLES M. PEPPER.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, March 6, 1912,
Hon. 8. W. McCaLy, -
House of Representatives.

SIE: Replying to your uest for information relative to the trade
of Cuba with the United States and other countries since the reclprocity
treaty between the United States and Cuba became effective, have
the honor to state that this treaty has been in force since December 27
1903. The fiscal year ending June 80, 1503, is, therefore, the first full
year in which its operations ean be given and, consequently, this
period is taken as the basis in the comparative statement showing the
share of Cuba’s import trade enjoyed by leading nations. From these
statisties it appears that in 1905 the United States share in the total

. Cuban imports was 40.7 per cent and in 1910, 50.6 per cent.

The commerce of Cuba with the United States and with the world
as related to articles by countries of origin and destination is indicated
in the summarized table, which also shows the preponderant share of
Cuban exports taken by the United States.

Relative to the preferential rates of duty accorded to the United
States by Cuba under the treaty a statement is submitted showing the
class of commodities admitted at a reduction of 20 per cent from general
duties, 25 per cent, 30 per cent, and 40 per cent, and the value of these
imports for the year ended Junme 30, 1909. From this it appears that
the value of the American imports for the year given admitted at 20
per cent reduction was apgroximately $22,357,000; at 25 per cent
reduction, $3,321,000; at 40 per cent reduction, 311.840.000: at 40
per cent reduction, $680,000; or a total of £38 207,000.

The detailed official Cuban statisties since 1909 are not yet available.
The growth in American imports into Cuba since 1909 may, however,
be determined relatively from the statistics of domestic exports from
the United States to Cuba during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1511.
It appears from this statement that the total domestic exports from
the United States to Cuba In that year amounted to $59,963.000.

In accordance with your request for data concerning the exports of
sugar and coffee from Porto qmcc. tabular statements are submitted
covering those subjects. I have the honor to be, sir,

11g't:m.r obedient servant,
HusTixeroy WILSON,
Acting Secretary of Stafe.

(Inclosure : (A) Wuba's import trade by leading nations; (B) Com-
merce of 'Cuba with the United States and with the world; (C) United
States commerce with Cuba; (I}) Imports into Cubs from the United
States; (E) United States exports to Cuba: (F) Exporis of sugar frcin
Porto klco; (G) Exports of coffee ffom I'orto Rico.)
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Statement showing the share of Cuba's import trade

vjoyed by leading nati

y Jiscal years 1905 to 1910,

[Prepared by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State.)
[From Boletin Oficial de la Secretaria de Hacienda (statistical section), Vol. IV, No. 2, Habana, Jan. 15, 1011, Values are Cuban pesos.]

Imports | par Imports Imports
cent Percent | Imports | Percent| Imports | Percent| Imports | Percent Per cent
Urea | ofall ‘| M. | ofall ‘| fom | ofall | fom | ofall | from | ofall | R | oran |  Total | Per
States. imports. Kingdom. imports. | Germany. | imperts. | Franece. | imports Spain, | imports. ool imports. o
$37, 825, 000 40.7 , 500, 000 13.4 | 85, 108,000 5.5 (812,920,000 13.9 1810, 413,000 11.2 |$14,191,000 15.3 | $92,957,000 100
49,334, 000 46.4 | 14,087,000 141 6,593,000 6.2| 6,841,000 6.4 | 10,927,000 10.3 | 17,773, 16.6| 106,505,000 | 100
5 200, 49.5 | 13,639,000 14.0 | 6,434,000 6.6 | 6,421,000 6.6 | 8,306,000 8.0 | 14,334, 14.7 | 97,334,000 100
46, 537,000 47.2 | 14,551,000 4.7 | 7,703,000 7.8 7,072,000 7.2 | 9,208,000 0.4 | 13,558,000 13.7 | 08,829,000 100
42,612, 40.1 | 10,639,000 12.3 | 0,351,000 7.8 | 7,577,000 8.7 | 7,861,000 8.5 | 12,221,000 14.1 | 80,791,000 | 100
49, 81,000 48.3 | 12,538,000 12,1 | 6,851,000 6.6 | 10, 680, 000 10.3 | 8,867,000 8.0 | 14,538,000 14,1 | 108, 446,000 100
54,597,043 50.6 | 12,202,219 11.4| 6,542,760 6.1| 9,761,032 2.0 | - 8,689,230 8.0 | 16,076,014 14.9 | 107,950,108 100
1 Calendar year, including six months of the period covered by the figures for fiseal year 1910.
B.
Commerce of Cuba with the United States and with the world. United States United States
[Compiled by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State.] p&tggnm )
CUBAN STATISTICS, 1910.
Trade with
Trade with | the United 708 | $26,513,400
: States. 25,064, 801
634 | 26,623,500
790 21,761,638
| masdt| I
ey - ) s ke A L TERE L 2 e $107,959,198 | 8§54, 597,043 y M, y 2ol
__________________________________ 129, 755, 058 84,079,821 47,763, 688
151,270, 558 | L7 W:l&l:% ﬁ:g:%
_______________________________ 7 1 2,101
Total. 250,229,756 | 184,35 96,722,193 | 43,013,356
528, 037 52,858, 758
IMPORTS BY ARTICLES, 1010. 110, 300, 468 60,700, 062
From the
Fromthe | " United Otter sources. C.
States. United Rtates commerce with Cuba, year ended June 80, 1911,
[Prepared by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State.]
D11 T e e $13, 358, 362 §6, 757,850 Gﬂ'ﬁ:l?n?, Great Brit- IMPORTS FROM CURA,
ain (rice).
MR e e 11,476,815 8,931,002 | American countries. :
.................... 381,763 | 5,861,080 | Great Britain, Ger- Amount. | Per cent.
many.
tton manufactures.......... 8,527,801 1,302,959 | Great Britain, Spain,
o ’ X United States. L] e sl datonc sl Sl sy s L 4,001,275 3.63
Tron and steel manufsetures...| 6,163,754 | 4,221,105 | Great Britain, Ger- | Dutiable........ . 106, 208,193 90. 87
many.
Vegetablos. . . coounvsinnvasiran 4,522,049 1,185,471 | American countries. Totalimports....... ...l o) 110,300,468 100,00
Leather mannfactures, ete.... 4,453, 200 3,336,110 | Bpain. 3
Cuba ranked fourth ltgong the sources of American Imports in fiseal
EXPORTS BY ARTICLES, 1910. gﬁ:ﬂéﬁll, supplying 7.22 per cent of all importations into the United
Py T, To the - . EXPORTS TO CUBA.
o d omestic__ . T $§59, 062, 955
sl g gtt;itt:f Other destinations. Foreign 746, 107
B ey AT T e T B R SR R e e R D 60, 709, 062
$108, 762, 102, 445, reat Britain. Cuba ranked seventh among the destinations of American exports in
15, 450, 943 12,785,047 | Germany. fiseal year 1 i 2,
12423 007 3,647,884 Grseat Britain, United | Uait ad, E!tateg.n’ receiving iéﬁ per cent of all exportations from the
2,008,080 2,002,245
1,804, 738 522,113 | Germany, France. D.
1,477, 766 950,904 | Great Britain. Imports into Cuba from the United States—year ended June 30, 1909.
[Complled by the Bureau of Trade Itelations, Department of State.]
United States statistics. DUTIABLE.
- Admitted at 20 per cent less than the general duties :
Value, fiscal Marble, worked _ ¥ = $3, 748
year 1910, Building stone _ 1,822
Other stone ___ ~ L < 18, 549
Lime —__=C L 2, 56
Imports into United States from Cuba: C f et 533, 018
Sugar, not over 16 Dutch Standard, dutiable $03, 548, 897 A T e e e e e i 21, 917
Leaf tobaceo, dutiable. ... .. .._........0 14,128,780 5o gy sz e R N R RSN A GEo s 13, 358
Tron ore, dutiable. . .............. 3,907,497 Crude petroleum ______ 570, G50
Tobacco , dutiable. .. 3,835, 408 Petioleum for gas making . _ __________ 85, 718
Fruit, free and dutiable. 2,271,477 Other crude ofls_«____ 68, 016
Molasses, dutiable............... 1,035,705 Oil of jarcia . 2 21, 668
Woods, etc., free and dutiable 808, 305 DLenzine 2, 222
: ﬁdwmﬁ (1131':0 E‘;ﬁ““’b"' 2 g'éﬂ ﬂ:ﬁ’ﬂéﬁm petrolenm B, Q:'!' "{“:g
L b A B e o g e 4 = —— Dy vhe
UM S st 4y Ja Qther refined oils 236, 143
Total free (3.03 PET CENE). ... cvnimiinimmrecrenrnrmssssmsasnsnss 3,705,045 ar . « 145
Dal T RO ey s e 118,822, 992 Asphalt _ 202
SRR Ak Similar products _ - 1, 881
Square tiles _ 4, 863
Bricks _ ot 1, 928
Roof tiles _ ok s 213
Hollow tiles _ 81, 805
Other roungh-clay products ____ 48, 454
Gold jewelry _ 10, 301
Bllver jewelry .- .= T e 1, 308
Other manufactures of silver and gold__ 13,573
Firearms _ .2 =S 18, K65
Fine tocls and implements . _______________________ 115, 076
Other tools and impl ts e 30, 878
e forh e =l e, g W e e s S Ml T L AL L 150, 082
Tin plate, unmanufactored . _______ 25, 093
Tin plate, manufactured 142, 286
e T R e R e S e R Ay 5 R S 20, 253
COppEr: wite: Lo ol e R YA s 131, 949
Other exports are iron and steel, cotton manufactures, meat and dairy Copper-wire cloth R 88
artleles, mineral olls, ete. Tin
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"Adihtéeg %t 20 per cent less than the general duties—Contd.
cke

Zine in sheets

Zine manufactures
Lead in bars
Lead pipe
Other manufactures of lead
Other unworked metals_
E]thor manufactured metals

ag

Varnishes_
Oils for soap manufacturo
E!lderircgetable oils s

Oiher - animal olle. oo oo ool
e b ige s ) P R S e U e e e e
{)t rer animal fats.

Candles
Other wax man
Soap grease
L3 e S
Other feculs_ .
hae_-_
Gelathne________
Horsehair -
el [T S S S S S S S s e e
Hairs, ete__
POt -pRper. —t oI s e
Common wood, unworkeﬁ
Fine Wnod_‘--

her w

Wooden articles____________
Wooden moldings and ornaments
‘Furniture of fine wood
Furniturg of common wood_
Otiher manufactures of wood
‘Boxes
Barrels and hogsheads
Charcoal
g R 2 Py (Y sl b OIS P R0
Corks, manufactured______
Cork, other manufactures
Wicker and rushes
Manufactures of wicker, ete.
Stallions below standard height, ete
Horses—

Above standard height, ete

Below standard height, ete.

S—

Suitable for breeding.

Other e
Muoles—

Above gtandard height

Below standard helght. . e e
Goats
Swine____ 3
Other animals =L
‘Fancy feathers
Other feathers. -
Other animal by-products
Hides and skins, salted
Hides and akim;, dry
Fine skins
Varnished or enameled hides

Cut leather.

Other hides and leather
‘Harness and mountings
Other manufactures of leather, n. e. 8
(8100700 4 i it W
Parts of clocks, ete
Bugar-making machine
Agricultural machinery (dutiabie)
Electric machinery
PN o = e e i e
ll’loi]ers .....

e A o e e e S gt e
Parts and accessories of the above
Sewing machines
T{pewriters ______________
Bieycles, ete—__-
Scales and balances
Other apparatus
A A by e B BT L e B e T
Vehicles and accessories_ ...
Other cars, ete, (automobiles)__
Htenm eagelR . S s e e e
Sailing v 1
Birds and small game________________
Salt beef ___ e
Fresh beef oo —-
Canned beef . ___ S

HRIE DR e e e
Hams and shoulders_

1 g 1 EEESE - =
Bacon_
Mutton ____
Preserved meat
Other meats an
Fresh pork -
Condensed milk oo
Oats__
Barley---
Oatmeal . )
Other flour or meal, n, e. 8
Crackers (fancy)
Other crackers__ _______
Macaroni
Alimentary pastes
Other cereal manufactures_— 5

T e e e e S
meat products

ay
Other forage

Admitted at 20 per cent less than the general duties—Contd.

Plums (fresh) L $10, 300
Apples (fresh) - 77, 754
rapes Tt 13, 402
Other fresh fruits. = I 34, 652
Almonds__ = a7a
Prunes__ 3, 674
gieﬂ npp!es_ x E L s ;g:;
Other dried fruits = 25, 635
Onions 50, 030
d o b g Sl AL ol [ el 42 133
Beans__ e it SR 237,877
Rottoea = S e et Tl d N 346, 339
Other vegetables (fresh or dried)_________ P A 59, 217
Olive oil___ 43, 548
Cottonseed ofl___ =5 AR e 62, 250
Beerinbarrels____________ 429
Beer in other containers (not botiles) | 5, 613
A el g e e e e S SR e e T e e 158
Sugar sr_'rude) =9/ T4
AT AT b b e G B e P B L S P S i A A AP = 1, 830
Baccharine______ e ) 7Tl
21, 806
584, 340
2, 816
41, 1938
3, 211
4,761
109
{ . 108
30, 856
} 6306, 819
i 2,630
i} o1
: =4
i Celluloid.._ AP e ey e S 11, 023
" Oilskins X - 2,871
i Olcloth___ 66, 541
: % a01
81, 601
1,231
% 18, Sgé
& 7
| ats 113, 716
+  Waterproof ¢loth 101, 680
» Overshoes_____ T20
Tobacco__ - < 86, 234
All articles not elsewhere specified -—— 1,843, 315
Total admitted at 20 per eent reduetion_________ 22, 356, 68
S

Admitted st 25 per cent less than the general dutles:

AHvrors: So ool n gt 7,770
2171] ] e e B L S S S S S e L = 38, 907
RO T O I DI ool B R e S Tt e P A i ' 47,9
Other glass (exceptwindow) - ___________ 149, 895
Falence__________ 0, 368
Mimlmneous silverware, ete_ 2, buS
. Cast iron—
pall In masses_____ 2 705
Inbars__ 470, T40
4 Other manufactures 4 e 116, 175
7 TIron and steel bars and rods_____ 198, 046
y -Bheets_____.._ v A 311, 665
LB R T B e AR S S e S A S e e A S S = T4, 834
Iron and steel and prices 463, 937
Wire cloth 4, 27
Pipes and fittings s 2035, 940
Other manufactures of iron and steel BE 23, B8
Miscellaneous manufactures of COPPEr— o oo a 211, 890
Codleh: 8,474
. Herring_ s =, 14, 337
A T T Y R S R A Lo ot e oo ot it o 470
Salmon 167
£ Pinmed galmon s s e e R 2,026
! Tinned sardinea_ " e 8, 032
£ Other preserved fish.____ 6,719
Y. QOysters__._.__ 3, 262
“ Other shellfish___ 9, Hos
Ardent liquors 19,219
Total admitted at 25 per cent reduction___________ B, 320, 724
—— —— — 3
Admitted at 30 per cent less than the general duties:
Window glass__ . -~ 1, 061
Gold and silver plated Ware oo 62, 880
gabh‘i c'lllt;ew.._.....t ________ 13, 185
urgical instruments , 10D
Other cutlery____ = =5 v nn_:
Purpentineiolbof - = o o 53, 413
Caoutchoue and gutta-percha___________.__ 6
Hesin s e 29,4:}3
L e T R iy S A Sl = e e L S 27
Rgots, herbs, and seeds SO 12, 356
Other simple drugs 84, 406
Colors—
Natural 5 2,677
Metallic base__ 180, 998
Other , 34
Acids 82, 733
Oxides 75, 650
Salt and salts_ 90, 794
Alkaloids ol 531
Other chemieals 123, 264
Patent medicines__ 61, 955
Other pharmaceutical 1::1'4:;4111-""= 62
Common soaps 1 85, 102
Miscellaneous soaps______ 35,474
o 43,138
Thread , 008
Cloth, plain 954, 667
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n—Cg:t!n ed. e

Cloth, twilled

Carpets

Laces
Passamenterie

LR

Clothing

Plush _

Tulle
Other manufactures.

Writing ink

Printing ink
Na ink

Other ink

Fibers—
Thread

Twine

ror sugar.
Linen "ﬁ,,h,

Linen, ete., knit_

.L.lnen ca

Linen pasumenterlr:

Linen clothing

Linen, table

Linen, other manufactures

Paper—

meplng ete.
Wall :

Ot!:er e:aept in sheets
Blank b

Paper with letterheads
Books

Photos, stamps, maps, ete
Pasteboard—
Sheets

Boxes

Other

Pulp and carton plerre—
nmanufactured

Manufactured

Boois and shoes—
For men

For women

For thildren

Boots, riding.
Sandals

Other shoes, etc
Pin.n

ete
O{Eer musical instruments____

Butter
Maize

Corn meal

Wheat flour.

Preserved vegetables

Pickled and salted vegetables
Whi

b5, 862
Biia 192
-1, 277

8, 839

2, "40
7,619

117, 371
242

87, 859

531
1,158

1, 046, 321
1, 207, 590

‘G’I;!

te wines—
Barreled__
Other, ex.cept bottled ==
Red wines
Bamlﬂd
Bottled 3 b2
Other __ 1, 201
Beer, bottled 131’, 183
Cider—
Barreled 249
Bottled .- 309
In other coverings 62
hampagne 8, T8T
Total admitted at 30 per cent reduction___________ 11, 849, 314
Admitted at 40 per cent less than the general duotles:
Porcelain wares s 13-733
Fine soaps 24, 373
Perfumery and 49, 036
Cotton knit goods 125, 085
Wool, raw 4, 09
Woolen cloth 29, 160
Woolen csr?etn" 509
Woolen elothing. = 71, 895
Other manufactures of weol 18, 717
Silk, raw_. T ., 19
Bilk, spooled - , 103
8ilk cloth 41, 698
Knitted slik 2 2
Bilk clothing 36, 628
Other manufactures of silk__ 32,337
Venezuelan cattle 14
Thin cattle 17, 078
Cattle not snitable for reproduction________________ , 350
Cattle, miscellaneous..____ 15, 475
Watches . 330
Cheese = 41, 098
Ricesarr s 23, 030
Tinned fruits_ _________ 87, T80
Other Freserved frults 300
l"mhrol as and paransols 1, 697
[£1 T TR e S 17, 678
Total admitted at 40 per cent reduction_________ i 679, 721
RECAPITULATION,
Admitted at 20 per cent reduction 22, 356, 628
Admitted at 25 per cent reduction 3, , 124
Admitted at 30 per cent reduction 11, 849, 314
Admitted at 40 per cent reduction 2 679, 721

Total dutiable Imports from the United States_____ 38, 206, 387

; FREE OF 2
g:et'u:rnl fertilizer s

Other bee appara 545

Farm tmplementx, plows, ete 60, G49
nd h 8, 040
Other mrm 1m-‘ ts 81, 230
Trees, plants, etc 20, 787
Anthracite coal 54, 503
Bi ous coal 2, 076, 700
Coke 59,
Henequen fiber, etc 70, 243
gmf:’ = te., £ hools. T 730
ooks, maps, ete., for schoo 5 3
Other'hnn 1:& W 2: 7.‘::'.5

Pulp and print paper
wood, not planed
pi‘nrnttuml ased
opper coin___
Fresh fish

- 52

Quinine ___ 2

Mineral waters. . il

Cheesecloth :

T T L TR il AN R T I R

Bulls for breeding

Cattle, special 40

Other articles free of duty - 158, 816

1 free imports from the United Bmte's _________ 4,307,975

Total duttable imports from the United States___________ 88, 200, 387

Total imports from the United States. ___________ 42, 004, 362

(Compiled from Estadistica General, Comercio Exterlor de Cuba,
Afio Fiscal de 1908 4 1900, Becretaria de Hacienda,)
NoTe.—Imports of coffee into Cuba from Vorto Rieco are net includcd

above,

B.
United States exports to C’uba (domigﬁr products orly), year ended
June 30
[Btatistics drawn from advance sheets of Commerce and Nnvigal.i.orl 1911. Prepared
by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State.)
Article. Quantity, Unit. Value
Mowers, reapers, and parts. .. £5,015
Plows, cultivators and parts 168, 245
Other sp-iculmml implemen 141,679
Alu‘r;mum and manufactures !
Bones, oul‘s hums ete.
Brass and manufactures.
Bread and biscﬂlt .......
Maize. .
Cornmeal...............
s

Oatmeal
i ;L R R R
j 13 R R e
Rye flou
Wheat. ..
Wheat flour............
Bran
Dried
Other cereal
Broom
Buttons.
Automobiles. .........
Parts of automobiles. . ........c.ccoiecuaaiin
Railway cars:

For steam rallways. .- .. occinaaooaoaaos

For other rallways. .

Bieycles, and parts...... ¢
Wows. h-uch(ri > e an R s e il e S el AT s }?u,ﬁg
o carriages am pnru ................... 9,
Cellnloid and manufactures. . . ..ccoceveierasfacnanancssas 7,279
COMBNE. o6 o s runams b et s mea s vvis 611,105

.......... 2,731
................................... 003
................. 9,144
......... 57,0090
.................. 161
......... 7,148

392,076

1,888

897

..... 167
476, 400

.................. 1,937

5789

11,935

..................... 652, 303
......................... 4,520
20

10,741

SYSRR— 46, 758
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United States exports to Cuba, e¢tc.—Continued.

United Staies exports to Cuba, élc.—Continued.

Article. Quantity. Unit. Value. Article, Quantity. Unit. Value.
Watchegs and parts of . . . .ccoconunnmcnmnnanncfoncanana..s R s L e e L el e e , B0
Anthracite coal. . ..... 88,112 Car wheels.......—..ocoeaes 1,057
Bituminous coal. D45, 304 |, do:-s o] D BABBAL | ORSUNES, 1.8, 8.y civrivesamrirannbmsssmsriilssstiiosstrrasseibn anmas _ 83,132
CHEREC At 5,025 52,304
Coaltar............ 61 | Barrels......] 277 | Firearms........eocoeznces 2269
Cocoa, prepared, and choeolate. . ««.-ceaceeafeeeeacaecaosoaaeceenenaas| 29,735 | Adding machines.......-. 6,991
S e R RS LN ORI R [ T s e 8,308
TAIOEN. 08 2RW s v s s wpwawr s ms anennpes s 20,243,247 | Pounds.....| 2,978,360 | Cashregisters..........-.. 62,767
Or Prepared. «.oveeeeeeaes 105,954 1.....do......| ~ 38,260 | Electrical machinery...... 184,810
> pigs, ingots, etc BT, 38 Lolicdbiviins] 8,05 | Lanndry mMachInery. .o i.iccins it i it anasfhs st s nama e e ag:%

r ‘)Oppu ...................

Cork, manufactures of......... crsssafinanncezeasses| 13,156 | Mining machinery........ 37,202
Raw upland and other cotton. 21,273 81,857
Cotton cloths: 235,426
Unl 3,434,000 38,395
B o -| 2,907,051 264, 030
Dyed, ete... 12,720,486 |.....do......|  E34,068 | Shoe machinery........... 6,333
R roaRs S e sl e e 153,067
Other cottan clothing. . ............... 144,671
Waste cotton. «.ccoeuecnnnnaneanascaeneeaas| 025,187 | Pounds.....| 46,987 | Traction engines. ......... 10,212

Cotlon Yim. .. . .. osionimnas s sicainas vavmar 655,

All other cotton MANUIACIUIeS. ..o ocvraeraneivamcsoscuan]snnnsnmnnsnnes| 908,305 | Supar-mill machinery..... 1,262,

Den ds 108,

""" %,

Cut nails and q L },&

nai sp -
Wire nails and spikes. 85,
Pipes and Bttings. e o,
S A1 ings. .. ... 105,
Badlators st - e SO 4105,
Bafes

Sl{esllﬂsh, ORI, = raetadair
All other fish and fish produets. .............

Flavoring extracts and fruit juices

P an gl n e e L T S
Dried appies. ...
Fresh

Electrical appliances, telephones, ete
Other instruments and apparatos. ..

2
)
-]

8

b
58 0

H

SeRBnENcEaR SSsuNZRasIYE

2l B SELuNE.
&3

seEEN.Ee
A3 ERERE R

28

Boots and shoes. .
Harness and saddles. ...
All other manufactures of

All other meat products. .
Butter

All nth‘l:lraxs;mstw.l instruments..........

Na

Tar, h:r;l:enﬁne, and pitch.
Spirits of turpentine........
,}:ﬁ.;l un'esp;?nickel.
stogk: o

Nl.ttlc
ursery
Oakum

Fish oil, except whale.
e WA e
Other animal oil..
Naphthas
Hiuminating oil.
Lubricating and
Residuum.......
Corn

meats, efc., cantied. .......c.oo-...

e R T e

oil

585 E;éz
§BHERSRENR I NE-REREZSEREE

gsg-SnsEs

Lot
~838z8.

~23
g3l

R BB

SE

58

pﬁﬁﬁwﬁq
EENISEERRIEEEREEREREER

»
eBsapn. B B
(=]
1

o858 ooBal
SB58.88823

BB =B
PSR

85 0o

833
g8388R33

2
8
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United States exports to Cuba, etc.—Continued.

United States exports to Cuba, ete.—Continued.

Article. Quantity. " Unit. Value. Article. Quantity. Unit. Value.

B ) e S e i 12,880 | Gallons.....]  $12,408 || Molnsses. .. ..o o oo oiicimcoesasoioasensis 304
Other fixed or expressed vegetable oils......|..c...ooooooinnnn.s 871
Volatile or essential oils............. 5.364
Lamm_nﬂl:lhck, carbon Dok etec._Saims oo it ool sl ot e se0 Il Comteetionery sl =St s et 62,336
980
................ 150, 797
775
..... 46, 084
12,244
1,889
40,415
8,097
275,418 | Pounds .....| 13,958 || Beansand dried peas.......................| 100,764 | Bushels..... ag: %
-------------------------- 20,171
""" 2504
42,595
.......... 1,063
..... © 43
....................... 1,554
Plates, stereotype and electrotype...occoooofeaccacesaas)oceacnnceees] L8043 || Hewntimber. . ... ..o 297 051 | Cubie foot . - o
Platinum, manufactures of.. SR ﬁ:g
Salt 2,198,197
..... 22,736
3 5,828
678 248,134
1,070 -83, 000
7,158 642
58 6,136
130, 044 74,802
62,001 4,963
104,32 Fu 757,663
mmings, moldings, etC.....ocaeeeeneeens- 6,512
7RG SR AT ORI I ) Sl RSN 3,320 || Woodenware. ........ R e i 4,687
t liquors, in bottles. ... ......oo...... . THETR | Woodpalp.. . ot e TR 1,006
Malt ilqum:h?dothnr coverings 392 || All other manufactires of wood........ 282, 501
Bpirits, dist 3 Woolen m‘m}emnl. ............... 19, 565
Aleohol 97 || All other man ures of wool......... 13,340
%% zYiM'ﬁa .......... foreresansesenaeaeas g,sus
no—pigs, bars,ete. ... ...ioeenee.. 172
Wines... 10,678 || All other manufactures of zine. .. - ... 3 bl psbessmn 9,825
e% All other articles exported. ........cceun.... 41,437
Straw "378 Total domestic exports £0 Cuba. ......oeeemeemeeiorserenennne. 59,062,955

Btraw, ete., mannfacturesof................. 50,716

F.
Ezxports of brown sugar from Porto Rico, years ended Jume 30, 1§07-1910.
[Compiled by the Bureau of Trade Relations, Department of State, from Commerce and Navigation, 1907, 1908, 1909, and 1910.]
1907 1908 1909 1010
Exported to—
Quantity. Value. Quantity. Value. Value. Quantity. Value.

Total foreign countries.......cccceocmcancconera: 7,704 328 8, 485 379 59, T07 1, 696 . 257
i BT e S AR et e T 408,149,992 | 14,770,354 | 469,205,082 | 18,600,140 | 488,452,733 18,430,750 | 569,039,881 23, 545, 685
Note.—Exports of refined sugar from Porto Rico have been negligible; in 1810 there were none.
- a. |
Exports of coffee from Porto Rico, 12 months ending June 30, 1908, 1909, and 1610.
. 1908 1909 1910
Countries.
Quantity. Value. Quantity. Valuoe Quantity. Value.
Pounds. Pounds. Pounds.

13,022, 500 $1,464,058 | 11,291,964 §1,423,562 20, 635, 182 $§2, 455,630

4,535,003 626,578 3,325,524 445,783 6,320,126 £33,
5,362,120 664, 440 4,076, 502 531,333 4,327,086 552,511
2,051,615 260, 238 547,088 72,788 1,780, 353 231, 630
2,307, 319, 467 2,976, 808 401,602 2,834, 781 377,517
6,406, 532 27,966 5,644,703 757,454 , 070, 935 1,050,070
990, 079 124,805 i €5, 081 1,071,009 146,755
35,127, 167 4,288, 452 28, 362, 825 3,008,503 45,046,442 5,047,720
129,322 16,157 126, 684 17,241 163, 21,876
35,256, 489 4,304, 609 28, 489, 509 3,715,744 45,200,792 5,660, 602

Imports of coffec into Cuba, 12 months ending June 30, 1908, 1009, and 1910,
1008 1009 1910
Countries.
Quantity. Value. Quantity. Value. Quantity. Value.
Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. i

14, 400, 700 §1,613,735 12, 543,117 §1,577,388 18, 448, 357 $2,184,316
2,571, 526 , 658 , 641, 036 584, 340 1,585, 160, 148
2,835,013 238, 842 2,737,054 307,827 3,309, 206 208,017
2,680, 581 217,438 1,674,018 166, 509 1,685,965 133,684
112,739 9,728 152, 12,601 188,173 13,114
22,000, 649 2,312,301 24, 749,381 2,048, 665 25,197,444 2,780,270
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FORDNEY, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, about 30 days
ago, in the city of Paris, the people of France celebrated the
one hundredth anniversary of the establishment of the beet-
sugar industry of that country. Only a few days ago- the
people” of England celebrated the establishment of the first
beet-sugar factory built in England. To-day the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States is celebrating the first serious
attempt to destroy that magnificent industry in the United
States. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The Republican Party for the past 52 years have confrolled the
legislation of the Federal Government of the United States, and
the only two years that our Democratic friends have had abso-
lute control of Federal legislation in this country were the only
two poor, lean years that we have experienced in that time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of Members of this
House to the gplendid compliment paid by the majority members
of the Ways and Means Committee in their report to this mag-
nificent beet-sugar industry.

On the first page of their report they say:

The growth of the beet-sugar industry in this country during the
decade endod with 1909 is shown in Table 1 to have increased 11T per
cent in number of establishments, 390 per cent in the quantity of beets
used In the manufacture of sugar, and the value of the products has
increased almost sevenfold.

What greater compliment could be paid to this great beet-
sugar lndustry in this country, even by its friends?

On page 5 of the same report they say:

In th t of th in tin, itt 22 find
that thee cl:;lio;f mu?ag?l?rfng ;?é?‘:ugarz E!o ?-?}es? In(pﬂerm)m‘;u nd,
accordlng to the best-known sugar experts, the cost of producing a
ponnd of raw sugar there ranged from 1.96 to 2.07 cents. Addin
refining cost of four-tenths of a cent per pound, the cost of produc

refin t s in Germa.ny wonld average 9,415 cents per puun
The average nost of prod ﬁ t sugar as computed from e
of the 11 plants in whlr:_h the American Sugar Co.
ested is shown not to exceed 3.54 cents per pound.
between the German and American costs more than offsets the fre
charges from Germany to the United SBtates. In this connection
{:%h;mg price figures for the countries named lend

inber—
his difference
ht
he
le

Mr. Chairman, after showing the cost of production of re-
fined beet sugar in Germany to be $2.41} per hundred pounds,
and adding the freight from Germany to New York, 12 cents
per hundred pounds, which sum totals $2.53% per 100 pounds,
and deducting this sum from $3.54, which is the cost of
production of beet sugar in this country, we have a difference
of a fraction over 1 cent per pound. Yet in another paragraph
in their report they say that this bill, if enacted into law, will
not, in the slightest, injure the beet-sugar industry of the
United States,

Mr. Chairman, they quote from Mr. Willett of the firm of
Willett & Gray, of New York, the greatest sugar statisticians
in this country and perhaps the greatest in the world.

Mr. Willett was called before the Sugar Investigating Com-
mittee by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Haepwick], the
chairman of the committee. Mr. Willett is an estimable
gentleman and perhaps the greatest sugar statistician in the
world. I have great admiration for the gentleman. If in
the majority report the next two lines of Mr. Willett's state-
ment had not been omitted they would, in a sense, contradict
the two lines gquoted.

Later on I shall call attention to a guestion or two put to
Mr. Willett by myself when that gentleman was before our
committee. I asked him whether he had not hastily made
the statement that the duty is added to the cost to the con-
sumers of sugar in this country. I called his attention to a
report made by the Tariff Board, wherein the board shows
where they had purchased in England 16 samples of goods
and paid for those goods $41.84, and that the duty as provided
for in existing law on those 16 samples was $76.80. Adding
the duty to the foreign cost, those goods laid down in our
markets would cost $118.64. I called Mr. Willett's attention
to the fact that the Tariff Board reports that similar articles
produced in this country are selling, not for $118.64, but for
$69.75, a sum far below the foreign cost with the duty added.
Assuming that statement to be correct, ean you say that the
duty is added to the cost of the article when consumed in this
country? He asked to be given time to consider that ques-
tion. I gladly consented, and the gentleman took a week to
file his answer. When he came back, let me show you what he
snid. On page 3077 he answered that question, as follows:

The consumer in 1910 paid $1.151 per 100 pounds of the $1.348 duty
on Coban sugar. By Table No. 6B, page 3551, simllar comparisons can
be made for each gear showing that the consumer has mot paid full
duty Ia any year o proclt:r, while in the years preceding reciprocity
the consumer naturally paid the full duoty.

The effect of giving reciprocity to Cuba appears to have been to

change the old statement that * the consumer pays the full duty ™ on
sugar except in guch cases as the consumer ingists upon a certain

specified sugar that he ecan not t without paying the full du
assessed upon it and which, as a mﬁter of fact, lJlssyiim%mnrted to a \eg
small extent.

As exists in the woolen fabric trade, may not—at the time when the
production of domestic and insular and ban sugars ex the re-
quirements for consumption—a fierce competition between these interests
reduce the ?rice of sugar to the consumer far below the full tariff pro-
tectlon if it remains unnchan L4

In all these analyses I reach the same conclusion—that to decrease

&) rice of s 1' to the consumer, increase the domestic production as
tapl ly as poss

[Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. Claus Spreckels is the president of the Federal Sugar
Refining Co. of New York, of which Mr. Frank C. Lowery is
the sales agent. He has been sending broadcast, through bar-
rels and packages of sugar, the yellow journal which I hold in
my hand, asking consumers of sugar to appeal to their Con-
gressmen to save the poor suffering consumer from the ravages
of the trusts. He asks us to remove the duty from foreign im-
ported sugar and save the suffering people, the consumers. Mr.
Hixps, a member of the sugar investigating committee, asked
My, Spreckels the following guestions:

Mr. Hixps. In, other words, perhaps, yon would take it [the tariff]
all off, would you not, and have free trade
5 Mr SPRECKELS. I would have free trade. (Part 27, p. 2277 of

em-
%wns You wounld have free trade In sugar?

Mr SpRECKELS. Absolutely. (Part 27, p. 2278 of hearings.)

I am quoting the testimony given by nearly every man who ap-
peared before that investigating committee interested in the re-
fining of forelign imported sugar to show you whether or not
they are in favor of this free-sugar bill introduced here by our
Democratic friends, and I propose to prove it. This testimony
was all taken under oath.

» Now comes Mr. Gilmore, a representative of the Arbuckle
Bros. Sugar Refining Co., which is reported by that committee
to be an ally ¢f the great American Sugar Refining Co.:

Mr. Mapisox. In other words, you think the thing to do is to take
off the duty, and that it would be to your advantage to take it off as
a refiner of cane sugar?

Mr. GrLmMore. Yes, sir.

Mr. MapisoXN.. And you would advocate the taking off of the duty?

Mr. Gitaorg. I would person:lllﬂ I am only speaking now person-
ally. (Part 14, p. 1169, of he g8.)

Then Mr. Jamison, also a partner of Arbuckle Bros, testi-
fied as follows:

Mr. RAEER. How would it af.tect you if there was no tax on the im-
portation of sugar—raw sugar?

Mr. Jamison, I think it would enable us to rn.n more constantly.

Mr. RaAkErR. What do you mean by that, now?

Mr. JaamisoX. To keep up the eapacity.

Mr. RAKeErR. Will you explain It

Mr. JamisoN. I mean we would be able to sell more sugar.

Mr. RageEn. Do you not have a supply all the time?

Mr. Jamison. Well, we are not able to run full at all ti
Bt:{r ?RAKER. Because of the way raw sugar is shipped into the United

es

Mr.  Jamisox., Oh, no; on account of the beet product.

[Applause on the Republican side.]

That is one of the firms that this bill evidently is in the in-
terest of. At this point our good chairman, an estimable,
pleasant gentleman, very courteous, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Harpwick], became interested and he said:

Is it really on account of the competition, Mr. Atkins?

I will say that Mr. Atkins is the present vice president of the
American Sugar Refining Co., and its real manager. He owns
a sugar plantation in Cuba from which he produced 30,000 tons
of raw sugar last year, which he sent to this country and which
was refined by the firm of which he is the vice president and
manager. .

re is very much larger eapacity than is
- Atxﬁswfbmksi'&arswﬁge takingryaway thargade gta thtz refiners

SON. So you can hardly ascribe it to the fierce competition

by the heetA eople ?
e iol.. ATH that Deet sigar gots on Ihe mackot ¢ at

certain season of the year. It is all proﬁueed in about three momn

time.
Now, gentlemen, listen to what follows:
all want to market it just as rapidly as
to do t, they come to the eastern points. California sugar into
Chicago, and 'Michigan sugar into Buffalo and [’ittshur h, and eastern
reﬁneﬁes, not %ELL the American Bugar Refinin l%m!: the others,
have to red output or close down until the ‘beet sugars are out
of the way.

[Applause on the Republican side.]

This is the vice president of the American Sugar Refining Co.
testifying, which company you propose to relieve of their por-
tion of this $52,800,000 of revenue now collected by the Federal
Government.

I want to say here that more than one of the great sugar
trusts of the Atlantic coast in the last two years have been
prosecuted by the Federal Government, and through confes-
sion or by decisions of the courts have disgorged millions of
dollars of which they robbed the Federal Government in under-
weighing and in misrepresenting the values of sugar. Those

ible, and in order
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are the people, those are the only people this bill will aid, if
enacted into law. [Applause on the Republican side.] Mr.
Atkins continues:

Any refining that is done between the 1st of October and the 1st of
January is done without any profit, and very often at a loss.

That is when they are competing with domestic, sugars.

Mr. Maprsox. You stated a moment ago, Mr. Atking, or this morning,
that you decidedly opposed going into the beet-sugar business. What
was the reason of that?

Listen to Mr. Atking’s reply. I will show you, if I have the
time, that the American Sugar Refining Co. owns stock in sev-
eral of the beet-sugar factories of this country, some in Michi-
gan, some in Colorado, some in Utah and Idaho, and some in
California, but in this connection the fact was developed that
in no case are they dominating the management or the produc-
tion or controlling the territory in which beets are raised or
where sugar is disposed of. Here is Mr. Atkins's complaint and
his reason for wanting to sell their stock and get out of the
beet-sugar business:

The beet-sngar business was a competitive business. It is produced
in the western tcrritories where our markets lay. That Is, 1 say our
markets— !

He caught himself there—
I mean the markets of the refiners—the various refiners, As that In-
dustrf grew—and I foresaw that it would grow rapidly—I believed
that it would reduce the volume of business, not only of the American
Sugar Refining Co., but of all the refiners on the Atlantic coast. And,
although we had millions of dollars invested in the business there, we
were buoilding up a tromPatlLIve business, one that would compete with
ourselves and one which was bound to get away from us. e could
not control it in the end. [Applause on Republican side.]

Therefore they wanted to sell their stock in the company. An
industry that they could not control they wanted to dispose of.

Mr. Chairman, Dr. Wiley, a gentleman well known to us alf,
the expert from the Agricultural Department, was called upon to
give testimony before that committee, and I want to read just
a portion of his testimony. At great length the commitiee ques-
tioned him upon the necessity of having remain in the law thfs
sixteen Dutch standard color test, and so on. He brought before
the committee a polariscope, which he produced to demonstrate
to us what was being done in the matter of testing sugar values
by the polariscope. On the question being asked him about the
importance of this great industry, Dr. Wiley said:

But the point I am making is this: That under the present system
we are absolutely dependent upon the refiners of this country for our
sugar. They have taught us to use white sugar, and we will not take
any other kind, and, therefore, they can fix any {)rice thereon they
please. 1 will say, on the question of price, that I think they are rea-
sonable about it, and do not try to squeeze us so very much, but at the
same time whenever the Lounisiana sugar comes In the price of sugar
drops, and whenever the crop of beet sugar comes in the price of sugar
drops. Again, as soon as the Louisiana and beet-sugar men sell all
they have to sell, the price of sugar goes up again.

[Applanse on Republican side.]

And yet, my friends, after the majority members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means have shown conclusively that the
cost of production of beet sugar in this country, as compared
with Europe, is more than 1 cent per pound, and after review-
ing such testimony as has been given by experts which was at
their disposal, they say that the indusiry is not going to be
injured. I asked the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon] a while ago a question, if their contention—the Demo-
crats—were true, why it was that the price of sugar last sum-
mer during the months of July, August, September, and October
had advanced away beyoend all reasonablé price? He answered
that it was undoubtedly due to the Payne tariff law, for which
I stood, I wish now to call the gentleman’'s attention to the
fact that the Payne law has not changed in any respect since
1909, and prior to July the price of sugar in this country was
fixed by the competitive industry, the domestic industry, and
during those four months, when there was no domestic sugar
upon the market, the American Sugar Refining Co. advanced
their prices to $6.75 per hundred pounds on refined sugar, free
on board, New York, and the Federal Sugar Refining Co., of
which Mr. Spreckels is the president, and this yellow-journal
man the sales agent, Lowry, advanced their price to $7.25 per
hundred pounds for refined sugar, while the Arbuckle Bros. ad-
vanced their price to $7.50 per hundred pounds. My friends,
these refiners stated that their prices were based upon the quo-
tations of European raws on the markets of New York.

Who made those prices on European raws in the city of New
York? Why, the refiners. I will show you what the facts are
in respect to that. I went to the Bureau of Statisics and se-
cured from that office a list of all sugars imported into this
country for the fiscal year ended Jume 30, 1911, and for the
months of July, August, September, and October, 1911. They
gave me the importations in quantities and values, taken from
the Involices on those imports of sugar coming into every port
of entry in the United States from every country in the world at
a time when those high prices prevalled, which I have stated

were as high as $7.50 per 100 pounds. It was shown that in
the month of September the highest price prevailed for raw
sugar f. o. b, New York, the price being $2,74 per 100 pounds.
The highest price of imported sugar during the whole year, I
say, was in September, and instead of being as quoted by the
refiners of New York, $6.40, European quotations, they were
purchasing their raw sugar for an average of $2.74 per 100
pounds. Add to this the Cuban duty, because the largest por-
tion of that sugar came from Cuba, and the major portion of
the balance of it ecame from our insular possessions—add to
$2.74 $1.348, which is the duty on Cuban sugar, and to that
add 40 cents per 100 pounds for refining and 60 cents per 100
pounds for profit, and that sugar could have been sold to the
consumers of this country for 5 cents a pound, and yet some of
the refiners were asking the American people $7.50 per 100
pounds wholesale. What happened in Qetober?

In October our beet-sugar crop in the State of Michigan eame
onto the market and was sold at $5.55 per 100 pounds, and in
less than 30 days those hydra-headed monsters over there in
New York were obliged to lower their price and quote refined
foreign-made sugars at $5.75, or 20 points above the price of
beet sugar. I will say that from 20 to 40 points difference is
maintained by them at all times between the price obtained for
domestic sugar and the price obtained for refined sugar made
from imported sugars.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. Is it not fair to state that those sales of
beet sugar had been made from 20 to 40 days in advance?

Mr. FORDNEY. It is fair to say that all sugars are sold on
30 days’ delivery, and it was stated by this man Lowry—and I
want to call your attention to some of his testimony and leave it
to you as to whether or not he appeared to be a fair-minded
man and an honest witness—that the beet-sugar people had sold
ahead and had been caught in a trap and had not received the
full benefit of the advance in the price of sugar. This state-
ment is contradicted by the beet-sugar men, and I have here, if
I have the time to show you, the figures where the Michigan Sugar
Co. had sold up to the 20th day of November. I went to their
office in the city of Detroit and examined their sales book and
their invoices—they turned them over to me for examination—
and another gentleman and myself took from their records their
total sales made up to that date, the 18th of November, 1911,

And out of about 850 cars sold by them 809 ecars had been
gold at $5.55 per hundred pounds, and the balance aty slight
advance. They deny Lowry's statement that they had sold
ahead. They deny that they were caught in a trap on prices.
I have in my possession a letter from the general manager of
that company and two citizens of my home town, whom I
know, Mr. George B. Morley, 2 banker, and Mr. Benton Han-
chett, one of our high-class lawyers of the State, who state
that the directors of the Michigan Sugar Co., on the 11th day
of September, met in the company’s office at Detroit and dis-
cussed the gquestion as to the price at which they should sell
their sugar; and it was agreed there and then by 16 out of 17
directors that the price of $5.55 per hundred pounds should be
their selling price, which price would give them a reasonable
profit, and they should pay no attention at all to the wildeat
prices asked by the refiners in New York.

Mr. J. M. C. SMITH. While you are upon the question of
the high price of sugar during the fall of 1911, will you please
give us your opinion of, or the reason for, the increase of the
price of sugar last fall?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will be pleased to say this, gentlemen,
that the increased price asked by the refiners of this country
was based upon the statements made by them that the world's
production of sugar was short about one million and a half
tons, and on that report, I say, they based their prices. They
were quoting European raws as offered on the New York
market, but none came in from Europe. Search the records, to
which I have referred, the importation from all the countries
of the world, and you will not find a pound of sugar during
these 16 months coming from Europe, except confectionery and
high-priced sugar. What transpired? There was no change
in the condition of the world's crop of sugar between July and
November, except, my friends—and bear this in mind—the
domestic crop of the United States had come onto the market,

Mr. WARBURTON. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. WARBURTON. At the same time that the domestie
beet sugar comes on the market, is it not true that there comes
on the market from Europe the full beet-sugar crop there, which
amounts to about 8,000,000,000 pounds?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will ask a question in answer to the gen-
tleman’s question. Are you for or against this Democratic free-
trade bill?
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Mr. WARBURTON. I am for this bill. I introduced it
myself.

Mr. FORDNEY. I have known you for about a year, my
friend, and I will answer your question before I get through.
Your home is in Tacoma, Wash., in which city no more loyal
Republicans ever lived than are to be found there, and during
the year I have known you I have never heard a word from
your lips supporting a Republican policy or a Republican meas-
ure. [Applause.]

Mr. WARBURTON. May I suggest, in answer to the gentle-
man

Mr. FORDNEY. You can do it in your own time.

Mr. WARBURTON. I have not any time, but I would like to
answer the gentleman's one question there.

Mr. FORDNEY. 1 decline to yield. I will say to the gentle-
man that the crops from the sections from which our supply
comes, from Porto Rico, Hawaii, the Philippine Islands, Cuba,
Louisiana, and the domestic beet-sugar crop, come onto the
market practically all at the same time.

And in answer to the gentleman’s question, let me say that
in 1897, a little over a decade ago, we imported from Europe
and from other foreign countries full duty-paying sugar to the
amount of T4.1 per cent of our consumption.

In the year of 1910 we imported full duty-paying sugar to
the extent of but 2.1 per cent.

Mr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. FORDNEY. I decline to yield to the gentleman. In
1897, when the Dingley law was adopted, it gave adequate pro-
tection to this domestic-sugar industry. We then produced
from beets only 2 per cent of our total consumption in the United
States. Four years later, in 1801 or 1902, or a little over a
decade ago, we produced 7 per cent of the consumption of sugar
in this country from beets, and this year, gentlemen, based on
this year's consumption, we are producing from beets in this
country 15 per cent of the consumption of sugar in the United
States. In the last decade the total consumption of sugar in
the United States has increased 30 per cent.

Mr. WARBURTON rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Washington?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will.

Mr. WARBURTON. I do not think the gentleman has an-
swered my question, but I want to ask another. He just stated
that our per cent of production equals 15 per cent of our con-
sumption. I have it from the Bureau of Statistics that this
year our production will be 1,026,000,000 pounds, and our con-
sumption almost equal to it.

Mr. FORDNEY. Get that out of your system in your own
time, if you please.

Mr. WARBURTON. Is that correct?

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman guotes in pounds. I have
never studied sugar statistics in anything but tons.

Mr. KITCHIN. In the Statistical Abstract, issued by the
Department of Commerce and Labor, it is stated in pounds.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorade. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman explain how
it is there is such a discrepancy between the gentleman's state-
ment and that of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon], our leader, concerning the amount of production of beet
sugar in this country in 19117 I understand you claim there is
twice as much as he claimed.

AMr. FORDNEY. I will give you the production in 1911. The
production of beet sugar in the United States in. 1911 was
455,000 long tons. 'The erop this year is estimated at 540,000
long tong, and the crop of Louisiana sugar 325,000 long tons.
We will import from Cuba this year about one-half of the sugar
consumed in the United States, as we did last year, and the
balance of our consumption from our insular possessions. Since
we have had Porto Rico, the Philippines, and Hawail under the
control of the United States and given them free trade on their
sugar their erop has increased as follows: In Porto Rico from
38,000 tons to 300,000 tons this year; from the Philippines last
year we imported 168,000 tons, if I have it correctly; and in the
neighborhood of 560,000 tons from the Hawaiian Islands.

I have it here, and I can show it very quickly, the importa-
tions of sugar. Here I have the quantity of sugar produced in
the United States from 1891 and 1802 down to 1912, In long
tons it is as follows: Beginning with 6,000 tons, the next year
it is 13,500; the next year, 22,500; the next year, 22,500; then,
33,000 tons, 42,099 tons, 45,000 tons; the next year year we drop
back to 56,000 tons; next year, 82,000 tons; 86,000 tons; 192,000
tons; 219,000 tons; 232,000; 235,000 tons; 316,000 tons; 433,000
tons; 463,000 tons; 504,000 tons; and now, 540,000 tons. That
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is the production of beet sugar in the United States since 1891
and 1892,

Gentlemen, while we are producing from beets this year in
the United States 15 per cent of our total consumption of sugar,
that sugar is on the market only about four or five months of
the year. Therefore, my friends, it constitutes about 36 per
cent of our consumption in the United States during those four
or five months. And as the territory in which beet sugar is sold
is limited to a territory not east of Buffalo or Pittsburgh, but
little south of the Ohio River, or southwest beyond St. Louis,
Mo., during the time the beet sugar is on the market in that
territory it supplies or furnishes the people of the United States
70 per cent of their consumption during those months. And do
you think for an instant, my friends, that the American Sugar
Refining Co., and the Arbuckle Bros., and the Federal Sugar
Refining Co., and the Warner Sugar Refining Co., which consti-
tute nearly all the refineries on the Atlantic coast, and the
small producers on the Pacific coast can fix different prices in
the territories to which beet sugar does not go? No, my
friends. Beet sugar supplies 70 per cent of the consumption
during those four or five months in the territory in which it is
marketed, and it fixes the price of sugar for all the consumers
in the United States during that period of time?

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. May I ask a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH. In your opinion, what effect
would this bill have on the sugar industry of the country?

Mr. FORDNEY. If this bill becomes a law, there is one of
two things must happen, gentlemen. If the domestic industry
is permitted to exist, then the Suogar Trust of this country,
which refines the balance of our sugar, must hold the price up
where it is to-day and receive themselves the benefit of this
reduction of duty, and if they put the price down where they
can still make a reasonable profit after the duty is removed,
:hte domestic industry must cease at once and go out of ex-
stence.

There is invested in the beet-sugar industry of the United
States about $100,000,000, and a like amount is invested in the
cane-sugar industry in the South.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I do not know whether the gentleman
has stated this or not, but I would like to know how the price
of sugar in this country to the consumer compares with the
price in other countries, if the gentleman can state?

Mr. FORDNEY. I have a table here, prepared by Secretary
Knox, which is very interesting. It is a public document. I am
sorry that I have not the average rates figured ont. But offhand I
would state to the gentleman from Ohio that, taking all Europe,
which is the chief beet-sugar country outside the United States,
a dollar in money will buy more sugar in United States markets
than in any other country, with the single exception of Engiand,
except at stated times, when our price is abnormally high, as
was the case last summer, when the price in Germany and
Sweden was lower. But only at a time when our sugar prices
are abnormally high can the purchaser of sugar get as many
pounds for a dollar in any country under the sun as he can in
the United States, with the exception of England; and England
has a duty of 40 cents on 100 pounds.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me go a little further. Taking the re-
port of a gentleman who came here, representing the London
Board of Trade, to study labor conditions in the United States
as compared with those in England, he reports that where an
Englishman earns $1 an American laborer engaged at the same
class of labor earns $2.40, and where the Englishman spends $1
for his living the American, at the same standard of living in
this country, spends $1.38 and has a profit of $1.02 remaining.

But taking the price of refined sugar as quoted in New York
on the 15th day of February last and as quoted on the same
day in England and comparing those two prices, the English-
man can purchase 21 pounds of sugar for $1 while the American
can purchase for his $2.40 43 pounds of sugar, or, in other words,
he ean purchase more than twice as much sugar with his day’s
earnings in the United States as an Englishman can who buys
gugar at a less rate per pound than our consumers pay for sugar

ere.

Now I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HAUGEN. The gentleman stated a moment ago that
there was $100,000,000 invested in the beet-sugar industry in
this country. Can the gentleman give the amount that is held
by the so-called Sugar Trust?
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Mr., FORDNEY. I can come pretty near it. I will not at-
tempt to be absolutely correct. In the State of Michigan we
have the Michigan Sugar Co., which company owns 6 out of
the 17 factories in that State. The testimony taken before the
sugar investigating committee shows that the American Sugar
Refining Co., acting in accordance with the policy advocated by
Mr, Atkins, its vice president, is disposing of its beet-sugar
interests, and, at the time we made our report, that company
owned in Michigan factories 34.9 per cent of the total stock
of that company. In Colorado, if I am correct, they owned
something like 50 per cent of the stock of the Great Western
Sugar Co. I think the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Hagp-
wick] can give those figures more accurately than I. In Cali-
fornia the holdings of the American Sugar Refining Co. bear
another and smaller ratio to the total amount of stock. They
have sold their interest in the Carver County Sugar Co. in
Minnesota, and they have sold all their interest in the company
that was formed out of the purchase of the Oxnard factory in
California—as I remember it, the California Sugar Co. All
those interests have been disposed of. In fact, they seem to be
disposing of .all the interests in all the beet-sugar factories in
which they have been interested, as I have said, under the policy
advocated by Mr. Atkins. In the factories in Utah alone they
had, I think, about 50 per cent of the stock.

Mr. HAUGEN. Is it a fact that they are disposing of their
interests and have disposed of their stock and they are not inter-
ested in the sugar-beet industry to the extent that they were?

Mr. FORDNEY. That is a fact. In addition to that, gentle-
men, I have here a list of the cities in which all of these beet-
sugar companies have disposed of their entire product, showing
that each year they have reached out and captured more and
more territory which has heretofore been absolutely controlled
by the refining companies. In some instances, in small
amounts, Michigan has sold sugar in the States of New York,
Pennsylvania, and Maryland, and as far south as Tennessee,
taking away from the trust, as Mr. Atkins said, their territory
for the disposition of refined sugar.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Colorado?

Mr. FORDNEY. I yield with pleasure.

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I want to say to the gentleman
that my best information is that the Sugar Trust commenced
to buy the stock of the beet-sugar factories because they
thought that was the easiest way to get control of them and
close them up, but that they stopped buying and began to sell
their interests in those factories as soon as they thought they
would get such legislation as this in Congress—closing up the
beet-sugar factories. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me say to the gentleman that he is
correct. When Cuban reciprocity was advocated in this House
in 1901 and in 1902 and 1903, and before Cuban reciprocity
became a law in December, 1903, I have the record of 86 proj-
ects—S86 firms, in this country—which had organized and paid
in more or less capital to build beet-sugar factories, and 80 of
them immediately suspended, sir, and only 6 were built. Why?
Because the American Suvgar Refining Co. and other refining
companies sent lobbyists herg who brought great pressure to
bear on Representatives in Congress urging the adoption of the
Cuban treaty, claiming its adoption would be of great benefit
to our people, the consumers; and they at that time purchased
gome interest in our beet-sugar factories and discouraged fur-
ther opposition (from those companies in which they purchased
stock) to Cuban reciprocity, which the Sugar Trust was advo-
cating. 5

That is the result, my friends—a destruction of 80 factories
all at one blow, all at one fell swoop, by reducing the duty on
imported sugar from Cuba 20 per cent below the Dingley rate.

Mr, KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do. :

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman was in Congress then?

Mr, FORDNEY. Yes, I was; and all the Democratic Mem-
bers in the House except the Louisiana Members voted for that
proposition. With you, it is true, there were some Republican
Members who voted for the law, but that number did not
include myself.

Mr. KITCHIN. Your Republican President signed it, and
the bill would not have become a law if you gentlemen in
control of the House had not passed it. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I think some of my Republican friends are
subject to criticism for voting for that bill. But they could not
possibly have enacted that bill into law if you Democrats on

that side had not helped them and voted almost solidly with
them to do it. )

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. As to the point of suspending the
beet-sugar factories in this country, I am advised now by the
Democratic press, and of course that has reliable information
always [laughter], that in Colorado to-day there is a suspension
in the building of 10 sugar factories in the southern part of the
State, brought about by this threatened legislation.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, my friend; and I have to-day a list of
factories in which construction was recently begun east of the
Mississippi River that have suspended operations pending the
consideration and the outcome of this proposed law.

Mr. JAMES. Are they afraid of the Republican Senate and
the Republican President on free sugar? [Laughter.]

Mr.‘ FORDNEY. You are starting the ball rolling. You are
breeding the free-trade theory. Let me say here that a pro-
ducer of sugar from Lonisiana came before the sugar investi-
gating committee, and while testifying he spoke of the ravages
of the boll weevil in that country which had caused the people
of Louisiana to abandon the production of cotton and to turn
their attention to the production of sugar. I asked him, * My
friend, you are a Democrat?” )

Yes.

’%eou are a protectionist on sugar?

g,
Which of the two evils do you consider the greater in Lounisiana, th
Fboll weevil or the free trader? ” e

He said:
My friend, the free trader, a thousand times over.

[Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. JAMES. Does the gentleman mean to class the Republi-
can Senate and President in the boll-weevil class? [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, I have great hope that when
in the Congress of the United States we are compelled to fall
back to our second trench—the Senate of the United States—
we will flay the life out of you free traders. [Applause on the
Republican side.] If not, I have confidence in our good Presi-
dent who was elected on the Republican platform of 1908, which
declares for protection sufficient to offset the difference in cost
here and abroad, and, in addition thereto, a reasonable profit.
I have confidence in him that he has the stamina, the courage,
and the intelligence fo place his stamp of disapproval upon that
bill if it comes up to him. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has seven minutes,

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Four years ago President Taft
lost the State of Colorado because we thought he was an advo-
cate of free sugar.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; and I have in my serapbook a copy of
the President’s speech made at Denver, where he pledged himself
to protect that industry if elected, and you can bank on it that
he will stand by that pledge.

Now, gentlemen, Mr, UxpErwoob has gaid the raising of sugar
is a hothouse industry. Let me call your attention to this fact:
Last year in the production of beet sugar we had less than
one-half million acres of land in the United States planted to
sugar beets. The Secretary of Agriculture, after careful in-
vestigation, shows that we have in this couniry soil well
adapted to the production of beet sugar, in area 274,000,000
acres of land. For the last five years Germany’'s crop of beets
has covered 1,107,000 acres, a territory equal only to abount 48
of our townships, on which she produced over 2,000,000 long
tons of sugar, or about two-thirds of the quantity we consume
annually. Instead of this being a hothouse industry, if you will
only give this domestic industry adequate protection to offset
the difference in cost in this country and abroad, so as to main-
tain our high standard of wages, and give it that measure of
protection required against foreign countries which have the
cheapest labor on earth, we will in a short time produce all the
sugar in this country that all the people consume.

The Secretary of Agriculture goes further and says that if
but one crop of beets were planted on these 274,000,000 acres
of soil well adapted to the production of beets and a crop was
raised such as we raised per acre last year we could produce from
that one single crop more sugar than has been consumed by all
the people of the whole world since the birth of Christ. Then
talk about it being a hothouse industry and our territory lim-
ited! Such folderol is about the maximum of wisdom displayed
by the friends of this bill. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Again, the gentleman has said that our beet-sugar industry
has the protection of a freight handicap which protects it suffi-
ciently against free sugar. I have here a list, which I have not
the time to read, showing that the highest rate of protection
that the freight rate gives to any beet-sugar industry in the

United States is that afforded to the Michigan and Ohio fac-
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tories, which receive an advantage of 5.82 cents per hundred
pounds, or less than 6 cents per hundred pounds advantage out
of the freight rate. Going farther on to the west, there is a
handicap of as much as 30 to 35 cents a hundred pomlds instead
of an advantage.

But let me quote just for a minute my beloved free-trade
friend, Mr. Lowry. Mr. Lowry testified here before our sugar
committee at much length. I can state the substance of his
testimony without reading it. Mr, Lowry poses as the secretary
and treasurer of a groceryman’s association—a committee of
wholesale grocers representing a large number of wholesale
grocers in this country. Under oath, Mr. Lowry admitted that
this association never had a meeting, even of two or more mem-
bers; that the association had never paid a single penny of dues,
initiation fees, or anything else in the shape of money. Mr.
Lowry admits that he elected himself secretary and treasurer of
that fictitious committee or association, and when asked where
he got the money to send out this yellow journal he admitted that
Mr. Spreckels, the president of the Federal Sugar Refining Co.,
contributed it all, $12,000. [Applause on the Republican side.]
Now, gentlemen, enact your bill into law. Let me be just a lit-
tle sareastic, my brother Krrcain. The gentleman is a member
of the Ways and Menns Committee.

Mr. KITCHIN. Go ahead.

Mr. FORDNEY. Enaet this bill into law and Mr. Lowry
and Mr. Spreckels will no longer find it necessary to spend
$12,000 a year in sending out yellow journals. In my opinion
it looks very much like a contribution to .the Democratic eam-
paign fund. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. When did these people stop contributing to
the Republican campaign fund? It must have been since 1910,
for I see by the sworn reports that they contributed to the Re-
publican campaign fund then.

Mr. FORDNEY. If my friends, the Republican Party, will
call on me for contributions to advance Republican principles,
I will go the limit at all times to help them out,

Mr. Lowry testified before the committee that the rate of
duty on German, French, Belgian, and Austro-Hungarian sugar
was 47 and 48 cents. He testified under oath that the duty
on German sugar was 47 cents per hundred pounds and on re-
fined sugar 52 cents per hundred pounds. The fact is that the
duty on raw sugar imported into Germany, instead of being 47
cents is $1.99, and on refined sugar, instead of being 52 cents, as
Lowry testifies, it is $2.03 per hundred pounds. On French
sugar the duty, instead of being 48 cents, as the gentleman
states it, is $2.67 per hundred pounds, and on refined sugar,
$2.90. The duty on sugar imported into Austria-Hungary, in-
stead of being 47 cents per hundred pounds, is $3.99 per hun-
dred pounds, and on refined sugar, $4.03.

In elesing, Mr. Chairman, let me say the maintenance or the
destruction or even the retarding of the growth of our domestic
sugar industry, both beet and cane, in the United States is a
question of greater importance to the American people, in my
judgment, than some of us will admit. If adequate protec-
tion and a settled policy in this direction is given to this in-
dustry, it will go forward with leaps and bounds, and in the
next decade, under such protection, beet-sugar factories would
be built all over the territory in which beets can be success-
fully raised, and within that decade from one-half to three-
fourths of the sugar consumed by the people of the United
States will be produced in this country. Give our industry
such protection as all other beet-sugar-producing countries give
to theirs and we can in a very short time say to the whole
world, go far as our sugar is concerned, “ We can get along
within our own borders,” But put this free-trade measure into
law, and before half a decade has expired every pound of sugar
consumed by the people of the United States will come through
the melting kettles of the Sugar Trust.

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that this measure might well be
entitled “An act to surrender revenue, destroy competition, and
create monopoly.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. MANN. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
have 10 minutes more.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Michigan be given 10
minutes’ more time. Is there objection?

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, in the absence of the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoobn], the chairman of the commit-
tee, I shall have to object. He said he would object to the ex-
tension of any gentleman’'s time beyond an hour. That was all
the time he consumed. While he is not on the floor I feel con-
stroined to object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is made.

Mr., FORDNEY. I ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the RECORD. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp, Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, by arrangement with the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Harpwick], I yield five minutes fo
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Marey].

Mr. MALBY. Mr. Chairman, in May last I was appointed a
member of the special committee on the investigation of the
American Sugar Refining Co. and others, under a resolution
giving that committee a broad scope of inquiry. The commit-
tee sat in practically contihuous session from June 12, 1911, to
August 11, 1911, and from December 5, 1911, with an adjourn-
ment at the holidays, until January 16, 1912. During that time
there appeared before us representatives of practically every
branch of the svgar industry in America. The heads of most
of the great refineries, both on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts,
were witnesses, as well as the officers of beet-sugar manufac-
tories in various States, farmers who grow beets, and the pro- -
ducers of cane sugar in Louisiana. In addition to these, the
committee employed the most expert sugar statistician in the
TUnited States, Mr. Wallace . Willett, both to give expert testi-
mony and statistics and to digest and arrange information
from foreign countries. The result of this could not fail to
give the members of that committee a comprehensive view of
the present status of the sugar indusiry of the United States.
The question of the tariff, although not strictly within the
jurisdiction of the committee, was extensively gone into by the
various witnesses, as it seemed inseparable from any practieal
consideration of the questions at issue.

GrROWTH OF DOMESTIC SBUGAR INDUSTRY.

The testimony before that committee disclosed that under the
policy of protection continuously in force since the beginning
of this Government—the period of the McKinley bill not ex-
cepted—the production of domestic beet and cane sugar has
become a great indusiry. Others have given detailed statistics
of this marvelous growth. It will suffice for me to say that at
present 16 States are engaged in the cultivation and manu-
facture of beet sugar, and*2 States, together with Hawail,
Porto Rico, and the Philippines, in the production of cane
sugar. On the continent of the United States there are 25T
separate establishments in the industry, valued, according to
the census estimate, at over $80,000,000. The production of
beet sugar has risen from 3,000 tons in 1890 and 78,000 tons
in 1900 to 530,000 tons during the past year. The sugar now
produced in continental United States, Hawaii, and our insular
possessions supplies over half our total consumption, while
that admitted under Cuban reciprocity brought the total in
1910 up to 97 per cent, and this year will in all probability
supply our tofal needs. A

Considering our beet-sugar industry alone, the following
table, prepared for the committee by Willett & Gray, gives an
idea of its recent expansion:

Beet-sugar industry progress in United States during the past 24 years.

[The production stated for the present season (1911-12) is necessarlly
estimated, as some factories have not yet completed thelr run.]

Bugar

1<)
-
=
=

BREESERNEE

-

8
8
L Tt = - Apebsddda dod

~pomatoBRYE




8324

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE,

MArcH 14,

The corresponding effect of the stimulation of the cane-sugar
industry by tariff concessions is shown in the following table:
. Exminir “ PALMER No, 4.
United States tariff and tariff concessions as affecting sugar production.
[Compiled by Truman G. Palmer.]
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1 Bept. 9, 1876, Hawaiian reciprocity, admitting Hawailan sogar to the United
Bn’a}esl h?: %uﬁ. al;bjaftmaa btﬁfmmd?h after semmy?ru; &y ane m’"'”ﬁ“"ﬁé
1 ngley passed, affo 0 home sugar industry.
:12’{’;101{?, lohg tgns. 1808 Hawalii n’nm:l:ﬂng l;s.neae-l'.l'lsd\v.i relations permnmmﬂr
assu

‘ MIP:.%:‘ 1800, Porto Rican sugar admitted to United States at 85 per cent reduc-

tion of duty.

$ July 26, 1901, Porto Rican suger admitted to United States free of duty.

tld .hily 1, 1902, Philippine sugar admitted to United States at 25 per cent reduction
of duty. -

7 Dee. 27, 1903, Cuban sugar admitted to United States at 20 per cent reduction of

duty.
lKu . 5, 1900, Philippine sugar to extent of 300,000 tons annually admitted to
United States free of duty.

Statistics 1877-1807, except United States beet and Louisiana cane
from Summary of Commerce and Finance, Juily, 1902, Hawail, 7% 2665 ;
Porto Rico, p. 2737; Cuba, p. 2651; Phlllg‘p nes, pp. 2763-2754 ; sta-
tisties for Louisiana eane sugar and United States beet sugar 1877-1897
from 1908 Statistical Abstract, p. 199; Statisties for 1897-1909 from
Willett & Gray's Statistical Sugar Trade Journal ; 1910-11 estimated by
W. & G. Loulsiana cane and United States beet-sugar figures are * pro-
duction " ; all others are ** exports™ y

FurTHER EXPANSION OF DOMESTIC INDUSTRY.

Turther than this, the testimony shows that this industry is
eapable of indefinite expansion. While Hawail and Porto Rico
have about reached their natural limit of production, the pro-
duction of cane in the Philippines is capable of expansion to
practically any limit to which we will admit its product free
into the United States. It is, however, in the production of
beet sugar on the mainland that we may look for the greatest
expansion if the present policy of protection is continued. In a
recent report the Secretary of Agriculture says:

During the past five Emm our average production of beets per acre
has been 10 tons, and the average extraction of sugar by the factories
12 per cent. The average production of sugar per acre has, therefore,
been 2,400 unds, or short tons. During the fiscal year 1907-5
we [mpor from strictly foreign sources (mot including the island
possesslons of the United States) 1,666,795 short tons of sugar.

To have prodnced this sugar at the average rate of 13 tons per acre
in 1907 would have requi 1,380,000 acres of sugar beets. In other
words, if our beet acreage for 1907 had been increased by 1,380,000
acres, yielding at the average rate for the past five years, and we had
possessed factories to work up the beets, we would have produced
encugh sugar to sutgply the entire home demand.

Dividing, now, the 274,000,000 acres lying within and adjacent to
the sugar-beet belt, having soil and climatic conditions adapted to the
fowd“c fon of satisfactory ts, bg 1,389,000 acres we find

be 107. If, therefore, beets had been grown onl
197 acres of adapted area, the beets produced would have yielded enoug!
gugar to replace all the foreign sugar we used. Speaking in round
numbers, we would at the present time have to grow Dbeets on onlf
one two-hundredth part of our demonstrated sugar-beet areas (in addi-
tion to area already In use) to make this country self-sustaining
in the matter of sugar. If we suppose but one-fourth of the sugar-beet
area to be '“t‘m:!f devoted to crops, the growing beets on but 1 acre
out of every 50 tilled acres would enable us to stop using forelgn sugar.
(Report of Secretary of Agriculture, Senate Document 22; Hearings,
special committee, p. 2705.)

e quotient
1 acre out of everg

WHO WaxTs FRER SUGAR.

Among all of the different interests represented at the hear-
ings before the special committee, it might well be expected
that there would be a great difference of opinion on many
subjects. On two vital quesiions, however, there was a prac-
tical nnanl‘mity ‘'of opinion, both among those who opposed and
those who ‘would benefit by a reduction or the removal of the
tariff. The first was that removal of the tariff would be greatly
to the advantage of the interest controlling the great refineries,
and the second was that the removal of the tariff would result
in the utter destruction of the domestic sugar industries of the
United States, both cane and beet.

Both of these propositions would seem to be easily demon-
strable, but since there has been an effort to becloud the issue
upon this point I shall quote some, though by no means all, of
the evidence upon these points from the witnesses representing
the various interests, the references, of course, being to the hear-
ings before the special committee.

REFINERS WANT FREE SUGAR.
CLAUS A. SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT FEDERAL SUGAR REFINING CO.

Mr. HiNDS. In other words, perhaps, you would take It (the tariff)
all off, would you not, and have free trade?
ﬁehal:fn SP)BECKBI.S. I would have free trade. (Pt. 27, p. 2277 of

Mr. gi:ms. You would have free trade in sugar?

Mr. BPRECKELS. Absolutely, (Pt. 27, p. 2278 of Hearings.)
CHARLES " R. HEIKE, SECRETARY AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO. FEOM
1887 TO 1910.

Mr. ForDXEY. Now, if the duty were removed absolutely on sugar,
could we produce either cane or beets in this country?

Mr. HEIgE. I doubt it very much.

Mr. ForoNEY. Then that would destroy the industry absolutely In
this country?

Mr. HEIKE. Yes.

Mr. FoRDNEY. And gou would approve of that?
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. (Pt. 4, p. 292 of Hearings.)

WILLIAM G. GILMORE, PARTNER, ARBUCKLE BROS., SUGAR REFINERS.

Mr. Map1so¥. In other words, you think the thing to do ls to take
off the duty, and that it would be to your advantage to take it off as a
refiner of cane su‘;ar?

Mr., GILMoORE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Map1sox. And you would advocate the taking off of the duty?

Mr. Gremore. I would, personally. I am only speaking now per-
sonally. (Pt. 14, p. 1169 of Hearings.)

JAMES H. POST, PRESIDENT NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING CO.

Mr. Post. If Congress did not need the revenue from sugar. That is
a different proposition. But they have to have it from something, and
sugar seems to be the thing that has pald a gart of it for a great many
years. As far as I personally am concerned, I would like to see free
sugar. As we look at the country at large, however, 1 think it would be
a very unfair propesition. (Pt. 6, p. 527 of Hearings.)

WILLFAM A. J. JAMIBON, PARTNER, ARRUCKLE BROS.

Mr. RaxEr. How would it affect you if there was no tax on the im-
portation of sugar—raw sugar?
Mr. Jamiso¥. I think it would enable us to run more constantly,
. RAKER. What do you mean by that, now?
. JAMISON. To keep up the caTPncity.
Mr. Raxer. Will you explain it
. JAMI80N. I mean we wounld be able to sell more sugar.
. RAKER. Do you not have a supply all the time?
. JAMISON. Well, we are not able to rum full at all times,
RaxER. Because of the way raw sugar is shipped Into the United

’ {

Mr. JamisoN. Oh, no; on account of the beet product. If there was
no duty, I do not think the beet would be go prosperous, and we would
probably sell more sugar ; if the duty was removed. I mean tosay. * * *

Mr. RAkEr. * * * TWhat would yon think wonld e a fair com-
pensation [reduction]?

Mr. Jamisos. I think there should be a cent a pound taken off at the
present time at least, and later——

Mr. RARKER. A little more?

Mr. Jamisow. Yes; until it is entirely removed. (Pt. 14, p. 1195-
1196 of Hearings.) .

EDWIN F. ATKINS, VICE PRESIDENT AND ACTING PRESIDENT AMERICAN
BUGAR REFINING CO.

Mr. Hixps. So that a reduction of the mrlﬂ',tgasaing beyond a mod-
erate nmount, would tend to the [Psmsperity of the refiners and to the
detriment of the beet-sngar people

Mr. ATKINS. Take the independent refiners, outside of our concern
at all, that re&arescnt more than half the supply of the United Btates.
They say—and I think they. say tm]g—ﬂut t is for the refiners’ in-
terest to have a low rate of duty rather than a high rate of duty and
reduce the basis of value upon which they can sell. The lower the
price of the refined sugar the greater is the consumption. I think thelir
position is well taken. (Pt 2, p. 174 of Hearings.)

ErrECT oF FREE Broar o¥ THE DOMESTIC INDUSTRY.

Edwin F. Atkins, vice president and acting president Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Co.:
(Hearings, p. 144.)

Mr. ATEINS. T think the taking off of all the tariff would so cripple
the beet-sugar industry in this country and so cripple the Louisiana
industry that the effect would be to put up the basis of value of the
imported raw sugars. A moderate reduction in the tariff, which would
not cripple those industries, would reduce the cost of refined sugar to
the consumer. There 18 a great deal between a reduction In your tarlff
rates and an abolition of your duties.

(Hearings, p. 145.)

Mr. Hixps. You think that the faking the tariff off would cripple the
beet-sugar industry ?

Mr. ATRINS. Undoubtedly.

My. IH1xps. That is, you mean drive them out as competitors?
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Mr. Arrins. It would cripple a great many of them..
Mr. Hixps. And what would It do to the Lounisiana and Texas people?
Mr. ATRixS. I do not think they could produce In Louisiana without

some protection.
(Hearings, p. 165.)

Mr. Map1soN. Suppose we were to have absolute free trade in suﬁm
in this country; suppose we just simpiy took down the bars and abso-
Iuntely eliminated our tariff duties on sugar. You said a while ago that
it would destroy the beet-sughr man, did you not?

Mr. ATIns., Absolute free trade would destroy very many of the
beet factories; not all of them.

Mr. Map1isoN. It would practlcall{“dastror them all, wouldl it not?
Mr. ATEINS. It would injure.the indusiry—absolute free: trade.

Mr. Mapisox. I just want to get the fact of the matter, whatever it
may be. Would it injure it materially or only slightly #

Mr. ATriNS. Under absolute free trade there are very man
tories in the coun that could not operate at all. Some of them counld.
Some of the factories that are protected by 1,000 and 1,500 miles of
freight rates could get along, where they get thelr beets cheap and pro-
duce at & very low cost, as in Califo ; they could survive, in my
opinion. They saw they could not’ But absclute free trade woul
crig&ie many of the beet-sugar manufacturers. It would eripple the
Loulsiana people by bringing g:!ices down to a point below their cost of
production. the case with a little reduction in the

. They would on and reduce their expenses where they counld
and continue produc If you wipe out a large source of supplies
teiiﬂ_oraﬂly. you are going to advance the price of that merchandise.

. MaprsoN. What would be the effect on the Hawailan, and the
Porto Rican producers of ar

r. ATEIxNs. It would reduce their Pr!m.

Mr. AMapisox. What effect would It have on the Iindustry, as to
whether it would mnterin]{iy impair and injure it or not?

Mr. ATkins. They would tell you that It would destroy the industry
completely. And I will tell you no; that it would not. The better of

them would: go on.
(Hearings, p. 173.)

Mr. Hixps. IT we should reduce in. this con the: tariff on sugar,
if we should wipe it ont, you say it would almost destroy the cane-sugar
industry in this country and the beet-sugar industry?

Mr. ATkixs. Why, L think it would; because $1.34 a hundred is a
great part of the price, you know.

CHARLES R:. HEIEE, SECRETARY AMERICAN SUGAR EREFINING: CO. FROM
. 1887 TO- 1810.
(Hearings, p. 208.)

Mr. Forpxgy. If the duty were removed on foreign im
would the benefits inure to the beet-sugar industry
refiners that refine foreign imported raw sugar?

Mr. Heikg. The refiners would bave the advantage.

Mr. ForoNEY. That is what I meant.

Mp. HEige. The beet-sugar com probably would find great diffi-
enlty In making beet sugars at all.

(Hearings, p. 238.)

Mr. Forpxey. Mr. Heike, I do not know that I made myself fully
clear in one question this. morning. I think we on. the same
point, which is the reason I want to be clear: I think you stated to me
a reduction of the dJuEE on imported raw sugar would quite surely be dis-
astrous to the domestic beet and cane industry and would: inure. to the
benefit of the refineries?

Mr. Herxs, Yes, sir; I think the disaster depends upon the extent..

AMr. ForpyeY. If we were to have free trade on sugar, the Deet-sugar
industries; would be obliged to cease?

Mr. Herxe, Yes; except the favored localities:

Mr. FORDNEY. That is, if the price of raw——

The CHAIRMAN. What is the answer, AMr. Heike?

Mr. Hemkn. 1 say yes; except the favored localities; for instance,
California; 1 guess they could. E

Mr. ForpxeY. If the price of raw sugar were to be reduced to the
extent of the duty?

Mr. Heig®e: Yes; and if we had absolute free trade.

-.\i:{'. ForoNEY. The beet-sugar- industry would have to go out of busi-
ness

Me. HErgs. At least the Michigan, I think, would. Per! not. For
that reason, if there wassa reduction, it should be very slowly made:

(Hearings, p. 202.)
Mr. Fompyey. Now, If the duty were removed absolutely on sugar,
could we produce either cane or beets in this country?

Mr. HEike. I doubt it very much.
Mr. FFokpxeY. Then that would destroy the industry absolutely in this

at would not

ed sugar,
not to the

country ?
Mr. IRE. Yes.
Mr. ForoxEy. And yon would approve of that?
Mr. IKE. Yes,

HENEY T. OXNARD, BEET AND CANE SUGAR MANUFACTUBER.
(Hearings, p. 440.) 3

Mr. RagEr. How much do yon say the duty could be reduced?
Mr. Ox¥arn; Not a bit, not one farthing. If you reduce it, you are
oing to knock out the beet business. The beet business has not yet
ﬁwclopeﬂ to that point where it Is time to talk of reducing the duty
?1111 sgg:tu- if you are going to build it up. If you want to stop it, reduce
e duty. g

JAMES H. POST, PRESIDENT NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING CO.
(Hearings, p. 525.)

Mr., SBvurzer. If the duty was taken off raw entirely, what re-
dnletilon in price to the consumer would that bring about, in your
opinion,

Mr. Post. In a few years it probably wonld reduce it a cent a pound.
It would materially eurtail, of course, the production of sugar in this
country—Louisiana and Hawail

(Hearings, p. 536.)

The CHAIRMAN. You said that if we had all sugar, raw and refined,
free, that within a year you thought it would reduce the price of sugar
to the consumer about a cent a pound?

Mr. Posrt. It would not reduce it the full amount of the duty. It
would put some out of business. It would take two or three years to
adjust the business,

(Hearings, p. 542.)

Mr. ForoxeY. If we were to deduct the duty from the mﬁb—nbomh
the duty altogether on sugar—you would then be able to lay down In
our markets refined sugar at 2.864 cents?

Mr. Post, Yes.

Mr. ForbxmY. And with those 1__‘E!rlices- your profits would be just as
.i;hiaﬁt.‘. a;.n they !are at the present a?

BT.

{9

Mr. Forpyex. Or more, beeause you would not have to use that capl-
tal for the ent of duties? -

ol ekl v At that pri domestic beet

r. FORDNEY. at price can any domes cane or sugar
Industry in this country ngrviva? L sy
Mr. PosT. It ecan n&:rij gh. my opinion, except at a few places—in Col-
0 an

Mr. FORDNEY. ey would be wiped out at one stroke of the pen by
that kind of a Iaw, would they not?

Mr. Posr. Yes, sir.

HORACEH HAVEMEYER, FORMERLY DIRECTOR AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO.,
NOW SUING FOR CONTROL OF NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING CO.
(Hearings, p. 597.)

Mr. Foroxgy. Mr. Havemeyer, let me put it In this way: If the duty
were removed on all imported raw sugars right now—it has been clearly
brought out here by several witnesses thaf the domestic Industry can
not survive without grotect_i(m——a.nd if the duty were removed right now,
there is no question in your mind that the beet and cane industry of this
country would have to cease dolng business?

Mr. Havemeyer. Yes; that is my belief—if it were removed.

CHARLES B. WARREN, PRESIDENT MICHIGAN BEET SUGAR CO.

(Hearings, p. 721.)
. GARRETT. Free sugar would reduce the price?
. WARREN. You gave the Cubans a concession, you know——
. GARRETT. Free sugar would reduce the price?
. WargeN: Certainly, for awhile, until e:ihdrm us out of busl-
ness. and then the Germans would take care of the price of dry granu-
lated in Germany, and the Russians in Russia, and the French in France,
and they would put the Enm on raw_sugar up, and you would pay the
)&r!cﬁ. and they would get it easler. That is what would happen to the
nited States.
THOMAS R. CUTLER, PRESIDENT UTAR-IDAHO BEET BUGAR CO.
(Hearings, p. 810.)

Mr. CorLer. I think they t to be ingnired into further. You are
nsklnf a question, and I will elaborate on it a little bit. The refiners
are clamoring, of course, no doubt, for a reduction of the tariff. Who
would be benefited by a reduction of the tariff? Why, the refin as
against the beet-sugar factories. The refiners, if they can buy thelr
gl;]g:ﬁt:gr two-thirds of what they are paying to-day will, of course, be

Mr. MALBY. Raw sugars, you mean?

Mr. CurLer. Yes; raw wﬁnm They will continue in business and
they will sell more sugars. uga: will become cheaper. They will sell
more sugar because sugar is cheaper. They will have less money in-
vested In their business. There is a greater opportunity to make profits
when sugars are low than when they are high. It is in favor of the
refiners, There is a howl for free trade on sugars, but they will
kill the beet-sugar industry, sure.

(Hearings, p. 851.)

The CEamRMAN. You said this morning, during the progress of the
examination, that the beet-sugag people eould not fvt along without the
present tariff. Am I quoting you correctly on that?

Mr. Currer. 1 feel that waiv——tjmt they could not and pay dividends.

The CHAIRMAN. And pay dividends; and you also said charge off the
proper amount for depreciation of the plant?

Mr. Cornen. I said I could not. I did not apply it to anyone else,
I let everybody clse make thelr own statements.

CHESTER: 8. MOREY, PRESIDENT GREAT WESTERN (BEET) SUGAR CO.

(Hearings, p. 894.)
Mp: Mainy. Something has been said with, respect to the effect upon

the beet industry in case of the repeal of the present tariff. Is that
found to be advantageous?
Mr. MoreY. We could not live withont the present tariff. I do not

believe there would be a beet factory in the United States if the tariff
were removed. That is my honest opinion.

JOHN D. SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT WESTERN SUGAR HEFINING CO. ASD
SPRECKELS SUGAR CO.

(Hearings, p. 957.)

Mzr. SprECKELS. Take the tariff off of the sugar, and it means the
death of the beet-sugar industry in this country. They emgln_r lots of
labor in the factories. Of course, they will have to seek other employ-
ment if those ries are closed.

(Hearings, p. 981.)

Mr. SPRECKELS. ug statement is that if the duty was taken off that
would mean the annihilation of the beet-sugar interests in this country.
Mr. Mapisox, Yes.
Mpr. SpRECEELS. 1 mean the utter destrmction of it.

(Hearings, p. 1018.)

Mr.-Hinps. Bo it is not absolutely ecertain that by doing as this cir-
cular advises—taking off the protec from the beet-sugar companies
and turning it to the refineries, the trust, and the other refineries—you
would get cheaper sugar?

Mr. S8prEcKELS. No; not at all; beeause ﬁuu are going to drive out
the beet business, and, of course, there will be that amount of de-
ﬂciencty: and the question is, Can that deficiency be made up elsewhere?
And if it ean not be made up, of course there will be a shortage, and
then the law of supply and demand is going to rule.

CHARLES W. NIBLEY, DIRECTOR, UTAH-IDAHO SUGAR CO,
(Hearings. p. 1107.)

Mr; Surzem. L sa{. so you believe that there is no 1 ation that
Congress can enact in regard to-the product of sugar and the price of
sugar to the geople that would: cheapen the cost of sugar to the con-

sumer thereof
yes could. If they took the tariff off

Mr. NisLey. Oh 3 I think they d.
of sugar entirely I think it would probably—probably cheapen the price
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a little temporarily, but it would be at the ruin of the great beet-sugar
industry—the utter ruin.
Mr. SuLzer, You are pretty sure of that, in your judgment.

Mre. NiBLEY. I am.
(Hearings, pp. 1107-1108.)

Mr. RAEER. There is one other question I would like to ask Mr.
Nibley. He has been very positive in one answer, and I would like to
have him teke his time and get it in the record as he understands it.
You say, if the tariff was taken off of sugar, the importation of sugar,
raw and refined—I understand both—or either, that it would ruin the
beet-sugar industry ?

Mr, NIBLEY. Yes.

Mr. RaKER. Will you explain, Mr, Nibley, why it would?

Mr. NiBLEY. Because sugar would be temporarily, for a year or two
or three, cheaper, so much cheaper that it would ruin that industry,
and my opinion is—of course, that can only be a matter of opinion
with.you or 1 or anybody—my opinion is that in a little while the
g;ice would come back to about where it was before, and that it might

fixed up in some way so that it would be even more.

Mr, Raker. But you did not get the purport of my question, and
when I get that I am through. You say it would ruin the beet industry?

Mr. NiBLEY. Yes.

Mr. RAKER Which means the cultivation of the beets, the beet
manufactories, and those engaged in either of them?

AMlr. NipLEY. That is what it means.

Mr. Raxer. It would ruin their business?

Mr. NiBLEY. Certainly it would.

Mr. Raxgr. They eould not stand a reduction of half a cent?

AMlr. NiBLEY. No, no. 1 think some of the factories now are not mak-
ing half a dollar a bag, on an average, where they have to ship it to
the river.

WILLIAM P. GILMORE, PARTNER IN ARBUCKLE BROS.

(Hearings, p. 1168.)

Mr. Mapisoy. Suppose we just went to work and took the duty off,
then what would occur .

Mr, Ginymore. There would be cheaper sugar.

Mr. MapisoN, What would be the effect as to your people—beneficial
or otherwise?

Mr. GiLMoRE, It would be beneficial in so much that we would have
only about half the mones’ invested in the job.

Mr. MapisoN. It would be beneficial inasmuch as it would destroy
the beet-sugar people?

Mr. Giraore. It would keep them at home.

Mr. Mapisoy. Keep them in a limited locality?

Mr. GiLMORE. Yes. i

Mr. MapisoN. And leave the field to you people that is naturally
yours, as you feel?

Mr. GiLmore. Our natural field; yes.

WILLIAM A. JAMISON, PARTNER IN ARBUCKLE BROS.
(Hearings, p. 1195.)

Mr. Jamisox. If there was no duty, I do not think the beet would
be so prosperous, and we would probably sell more sugar. If the duty
was removed, I mean to say.

¥. C. LOWRY, SALES JG‘E&"T, FEDERAL SUGAR REFINING CO.
(Hearings, p. 1612.)

Mr. Forpxey. You do not eare a snap about the domestic l.ndustr{z;
do you, in reference to this statement, if your statement just now
true ? .

a Mr. Lowry. You say I do not care a snap about the domestic in-
ustry ?

Mr?l-‘mmxw. No. You do not care whether it succeeds or not. You
are not interested in the welfare of the beet and cane sugar industry
of this country.

Mr. Lowry. Not particularly; no.

Mr. Forpxwy., You, then, would be willing to have sugar put upon
the free list, even though it crushed out this domestic industry?

Mr. LowrY. No, sir; I dc not think it woud be quite fair to ggt
sugar on the free list. I think it would be very desirable from the
consumer’s stangroint. but I am frank to say that I do not think it
would be quite fair at this time.

(Hearings, p. 1730.)

Mr. ForpNgy. If taking off the duty would destroy the industry, you
would destroy it, would you?

Mr. Lowry. How is that?

AMr, ForpNEY. If by putting imported raw sugars on the free list the
domestic beet and cane industries in this country would perish, you
wounld destroy them, would you?

AMr. Lowry. 1 testified yesterday that I did not think it would be
fair to the domestic industry to put sugar on the free list.

JOHN DYMOND, LOUISIANA SUGAR PLANTERS' ASSOCIATION,
{Hearings, pp. 1792-1793.)

Mr. Raxgr. Will you just tell me how it will affect the Louisiana

lanters, supposing ‘we should reduce the tariff by about one-half on
?he importation of sugar, raw sugar and refined sufmr?

AMr. Dyaoxp. I should say *they would not be able to pay their debts,
if they had :m{.

Mr. RAKER. Why?

Mr. D¥moxp. Simply from the fact that they would get still less for
their sugar than they now do, and they are right on the fighting line
now, Il\:l:lﬂ it is only the most enterprising, skillful ones who are sue-
cessful.

THEODORE §. WILEINSON, LOUISIANA CANE PLANTER AND MANUFACTURER.
(Hearings, p. 1814.)

Mr. Forp¥eY. Now, Mr. Wilkinson, you are famillar with our tariff
laws and know what the duty is on su%‘:& The bulk of our raw im-
port sugars that pay duty come from ba, and the duty on Cuban
sugar is 1.348 cents per pound. If that dut{ were removed and it
were possible for refiners to buy forelgn sugar for just that much less,
how long would your sugar industry in Louisiana continue to do busi-
ness?

Mr. WiLkiNsoN, It would go out very soon. Of course there would
be intermediate steps. The first step would be to grind up our stock
in hand, but that would go out very soon.

Mr. ForpXEY. The refiners could refine foreign sugar and undersell
you and drive you out of business?
Mr, WILEINSON. Yes. y

J. E. BURGUIERES, VICE PRESIDENT NEW ORLEANS SUGAR PLANTERS' ASS0-
CIATION.

(Hearings, p. 1872.)

Mr. MapisoN. Do you think a material cut could be made in the
tariff without seriously injuring your industry?

Mr. Burguieres. I maintain, and our records will prove it, that no
cut could be made without Berfously hampering the industry and with-
holdlni any further developments.

Mr. MApIsoN. Sup?ose the sugar tariff was cut in two?

Mr. BurcuiEres. If the sugar tarif was cut in two, it would com-
pletely and 1mmediatcl¥ annihilate the sugar industry of Lounisiana.

Mr. MADISON, Wi%% t off of the face of the earth

Mr. BURGUIERES. ipe it off of the face of the earth.

(Hearings, p. 1876.)

Mr. ForpxeyY. Mr. Burguieres, you have stated that one-half of the
people of the State of Louisiana,.if I am correct in my assertion, are
engaged in the production of sugar. You have also stated that the
boll weevil is a great menace to the cotton Industry of your State.

Mr. BurGUIERES. It has reduced it 75 per cent in the last two or
three years,

Mr. Foroxey. Is it not true, sir, that the agitation of men who be-
lieve in free trade on sugar or a material reduction in the duty on
sugar are a greater menace to the people of the State of Louisiana and
the sugar industry than the boll weevil is to the cotton industry?

Mr. BurGuigres. I have never had a doubt about that, sir.

Mr. ForonNeY, I agree with you. They are worse, ten times over,
than the boll weevil.

lur. BurGUIERES. I think ten times would be putting it very mildly,
sir.

Mr. ForpNEY. I agree with you, sir.

Mr. BUurGUIERES. A million times would not be too many times.

WILLIAM C. STUBES, LOUISIANA SCIENTIFIC AND AGRICULTURAL @ ASSO-
CIATION,

(Hearings, p. 1910.)

Mr. ForpNEY. Doctor, in calling you back here to testify further, is
it not your opinlon right now that they might just as well right now
as ever dimtgate any idea they ma,)l‘ have that they can get any opinion
out of you that this industry can live without a tariff?

Mr. Brupes. T want to say, Mr. HarDWicK, it is only a question of
this: If you, as a Democratic Party here, are willing to sacrifice the
beet-sugar industry of the United States and the cane-sugar industry,
all you have to do on earth is to take the tariff off.

r. ForpNEY. Good

Mr. BroBBs. And I want to say another thing. It takes three years

to go out of the sugar industry and it takes three years to go back.
If you were to come to Louisiana io-morrow and start cane wh‘;g.
or sale,

it would be three u);ears before you would have a product
When you abolish this tariff or interfere with it in such a manner as
to make sugar lgrowlng unprofitable, we would live two or three years,
because it would take us that long to get out of the industry. Then
you can expect our biggest factorles to go to Cuba and Porto Rico
and our small ones to go to the junk heap.

If you are willing to destroy an industry like our sugar industry in
Louisiana and to destroy this beet-sugar industry, and I do not know
how much that is worth, and do not want the revemue from sugar,
all you have to do iIs to do that, and you can write our obituary the
daE‘ you do it T

he CHAIRMAN. That is what every beneficiary of the tarilf says,
from California to Maine,

WASHINGTON B, THOMAS, CHAIRMAN BOARD OF DIRECTORS AMERICAN

SUGAR REFINING CO.
(Hearings, p. 2025.)

Mr. THoOMAS. Yes; I think a material reduction in the tariff would
posslbl{ increase the business of the refineries on the eastern seaboard.

My, Hrxps. That is, of the cane refineries?

Mr. THOMAS. Of the cane refineries, and would adversely affect the
beet-sugar factories,

Mr. HixDs. So that in the grand strategy.of the sugar situation a
little lowering of the tariff would tend, probably, to help the cane
refineries and check, perhaps, the beet-sugar refineiies

Mr. Tmomas. To some extent. That would be the tendency, I

think,
TRUMAN G. PALMER, BEET-SUGAR STATISTICIAN,

(Hearings, p. 2785.)

would our eight or nine hundred thousand
tons be wiped out, but the wonderful stimulus that free entry into our
market has had on the sugar produced in Hawail and in Porto Rico
would be gone, and those countries not only would not increase, but, in
my judgment, would decrease their production.

The CHAIRMAN. Can not those prominent countries hold their own
with the beet countries of Eurcpe?

Mr. MALBY. The difficulty Is they did not do it before.

The CHAIRMAN. They are built up now; they are established and on
their feet.

Mr. Marpy. I think they could help.

Mr., PaLmeR. Porto Rico can not produce as cheaply as Cuba,

WALLACE P, WILLETT, EXPERT SUGAR STATISTICIAN,

(Hearings, p, 3087.)

Mr. Hixps. You would not think, then, that free sugar Is com-
patible with the conditions of the beet-sugar industry?

Mr. WILLETT. y not.

Mr. Hixps. Decidedly not. So that, if you had free sugar, yon
would hr;ve to have some other method of encouraging the beet-sugar
dustr,

ll!l}!\h-. ILLETT. Well, yes, sir. You mean a bounty?

Mr. Hisps. You would have to have something of that sort, would
you not, unless you wished to let the beet-sugar industry go?

Mr. WiLLETT. Yes; you would have to have something of that kind.
There would be none of the domestic industry that could live under
free sugar.

Mr. Hixps. I just wanted to find out exactly what was in your
mind on that question, which I thought was a very important question,

Mr, PaLmer. Not onl
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Mr. WiLLerr. Yes. All the evidence shows that, I think, before
the committee or anywhere.

(Hearings, p. 8752.)

Mr. Mairey., When we assemble ourselves and say “If it were not
for the tariff we would get sugar 13 cents per pound less,” I sincerel
doubt it, because of the fact that if our exmtntlm were real 5
and 1t was reduced 1% cents per pound, I venture the suggestion there
would be no sugar produced in the United States; and if no sugar were
grc-duced in the United States, which production now amounts to

50,000 tons, the price of sugar would not be reduced 1§ cents, but by
reason of that quandr{hbein taken from the world’s sugﬁly the chances
are more'than equal the price to the consumer under those conditions
would be the full amount of the duty now paid. Now, those are matters
which I want to submit to lytm and ask Jou whether or not they are
entitled to very careful consideration at all times when we are dealing
with this subject. ’

Mr. WinLerr, I think,” Judge MALBY, you are absolutely correct in
every statement you have made, in the event of the entire duty being
taken off of sugar.

THE Two CONFLICTING INTERESTS.

It thus appeared from the testimony before the special com-
mittee that the sugar industry was divided into two branches,
whose interest would be diametrically affected by a reduction
or the removal of the duty. On the one hand are the great
refineries, which import large guantities of raw sugar of an
average basis of, say, 96 per cent of purity and whose sole busi-
ness is to transform this into pure granulated sugar. On the
other hand are the sugar producers of the country, who raise
the sugar from the soil. Of these, the cane producers sell their
raw sugar to refiners or, as in the case of the large part of the
Hawaiian crop, refine it in a refinery which they control. In
the case of beet growers, however, no raw sugar is manufac-
tured, but the product leaves the factories as pure granulated
mﬂsugnr equal for every practical purpose to that refined by the

ners. .

It is not difficult to discover the underlying reason for the

desire of the refiners for the abolition of the duty: They will
get their raw material cheaper and, consequently, will have less

capital invested in their raw material, or, as they express it,

tied up in the tariff. They will lose less money in the T
pounds of raw sugar which is lost in the manufacture of 100
pounds: of refined sugar. They will be able to make the same,
or a greater, margin of profit upon the differenee in prices he-
tween raw and refined, and will, therefore, make a larger per-
eentage on their decreased capital. (Testimony of Edwin F.
Atkins, 174; Chas. R. Heike, 287; James H. Post, 542; Wm. G.
Gilmore, 1168; Wm. A. Jamisgon, 1211; F. C: Lowry, 1611-1612;
C. A. Spreckels; 2249-2250, 2277.) They claim, and I see no
reason to doubt their contention, that their differential, or
difference, of 74 cents per hundred pounds in the duty between
pure raw sugar and refined sugar is of no practical benefit to
them, and that they will cheerfully saerifice it for the sake of
the advantages to be gained by a removal of the duty. (Testi-
mony of Edwin F. Atkins, 130, 132; Chas. R. Heike, 257 ; Wm. G.
Gilmore, 1141; Wm. A. Jamison, 1212; C. A. Spreeckels, 2355,
See also Dr. H. W. Wiley, 3446.) :

All these facts are so well understood that it is diffienlt to
conceive of the sincerity of the claim that the refiners are
benefiting by the tariff and would be injured by its abolition,
Yet this claim is a popular one among those who are seeking
political eapital out of the present bill, particularly so far as
the interests of the American Sugar Refining Co., commonly
known as the Sugar Trust, are concerned. The testimony
. before the committee, however, shows that the interests of the
American are substantially identical with those of the other
refiners doing a similar business. It is true that the founder
of the corporation, H. O. Havemeyer, after vainly attempting
to get a reduction of the tariff (Hearings, p. 79), conceived the
brilliant idea of making large investments in beet sugar so
that the American would be on both sides of the tariff fence
(Hearings, p. 2036), but if his plans contemplated a domina-
tion of the beet-sugar indusiry, they preved abortive, for that
industry, as foreseen by the present acting president (Hearings;
p. 86), grew beyond his control, and since his death the beet-
sugar holdings of the corporation have been steadily reduced.
At present the profits of the American from refining are
$3,000,000 a year. (Hearings, p. 50.) So that the interests of
the corporation are overwhelmingly with the other refiners in
favor of a reduction or removal of the tariff.

TaR CHIEr REASON WHY REFINERS WANT FRER SUGAR

The reasons above given by the refiners as to the benefits to
be derived from free sugar seem to be sufficient, but there is
another and more cogent reason for their anxiety in this behalf.
It appears that the competition of the beet-sugar producers is
making serious inroads upon the profits of the refiners and
that a reduction or removal of the tariff is looked forward to

as a means of checking or destroying this active and growing -
competition and restoring the complete supremaey of the refin-
Ing interests. Omn this point I will let the refiners speak for
themselves:

The CHAmRMAN. Is it really on account of the competition, Mr.

Atkins?
Mr. ArriNs. I thinkso. * * * There is very much larger capac-
ity than is r and the beet are taking away the trade of

the refiners year by year. (Atkins, 48.)

Mr, MaprsoN. So you can hardly aseribe It to the fierce competition
by the beet-sugar people?

Mr. Argixs. Certainly. All that beet sugar comes on the market at
a certain season of the year, It is all produced in about three months’
time. They all want to market it just as rapidly as é:osnible. and in
order to do that they come to the eastern points. alifornia sugar
cames into feago and the Michigan sugar Into Buffalo and Pitts-
burgh, and eastern refingries—not only the American Sugar Refining
Co., but the others—have to reduce or close down until the beet sugars
are out of the way. Any refining that Is done between the 1st of Oe-
tl;ber 1lu:I{I the 1st of January is done without any profit and very often
at a loss,

Mr. Mapisox. Then, ag a matter of fact, your competition with the
beet-sugar people only exists dur a few months of the year?

Mr. ArgiNs. Three months, and that is 25 per cent of the whole
time. (Atkins, 490.)

Mr. Mapisox. You stated a moment ago, Mr. Atkins, or this morning,
that you decidedly opposed gouing into the beet-sugar business. What
was the reason of that? *= * *

Mr. ATKINS. The beet-sugar business was a competitive business. It
froduced in the western territories, where our market lay. That is,

say our market, I mean the market of the reflners, the various re-
finers. As that industry grew,
rapidly, I believed that it would
only of the American Sugar
the Atlantic coast, and although we had millions of dollars invested
in the business there we were building up a competitive business, one
that would compete with ourselves one which was d to get
away from us—we could not control It in the end. I say we. I had no
connection whatever with it; that was simply a business man’s opinion.
(Atklns, 85-86.)

Mr, GAarreTT. Do you know whether last year, at the time that beet-
sugar manufactories began operations, nné of the refining plants be-
1o - to the Ameriean Sugar Refining Co. received instructions to,
or did, withont instructions, withdraw from the territory usually cov-
ered by the beet-sugar trade?

Mr. ATINS. No; not through any instructions. They were forced
to withdraw from the territory owing to the cutting of prices. We

and I foresaw that it would grow
reduce the volume of business, not
ng Co., but of all the refiners on

d not pay duty on imported sugars and get them so far west as
;riculd B-f‘m le us to sell in competition with beet sugars. (At-
ns,
Mr. How far west do you ship?

. RAKER.
Mr. ATrixs. We ship, when we are able to do so, out to Omaha and
Kansas Clty..
Mr. Raxer. You ship no farther than these points?
Mr. ATEiNs. We would if we could, but we can not }'e!: in there ow-
En;ilto the competition of the beet factorles. * * (Atkins, 99.)
r. Hixps. You think that the taking the tarif off would cripple
the beet-sugar Industry ?
Mr, ATxINs. Undonbtedly.
Mr. Hixps, That ls, dynu mean drive them out as ecompetitors?
Mr. Arkins, It would cripple a great many of them. &
Mr. Hixps. And what would it do to the Louisiana and Texas

le?

peggr. ATrIxs. I do not think they could produce in Loulslana without
some protection. =

Mr. Hixps. If those people were eliminated, of whom: would the
American people buy their sugar? s
Mr., ATEINS, They would buy sugars abroad. They could get a little
more from Cubn; probably Germany.

mm - the Sugar Trust would still be In business

em .

Mr, ATKINS. Buyinf from them?

Mr. Hixps. No; selling to the Ameriean peuigle.

Mr. ATKINS. In all probability. (Atkins, 1435.)

Mr. ForpNEY. Mr. Heike, you spoke about the duty on sugar being
an advantage to the refineries?

Mr., Huigr. Of the beet-sugar companies, dld I not?

Mr. ForpNeY. As against the beet-sugar indu ?

Mr. Heigg. No; in favor of the beet-sugar ustry, the duty is.

Mr. ForpNEY. If the duty were removed on foreign imported sugar,
would the benefits inure to the beet-sugar industry and not the refiners
that refine foreign !mgmrted raw sugar?

Mr. Heigg. The refiners would have the advantage.

I Pt ke RSt pear o gam“' bably would find great dif
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ficulty in making beet sugars at all. {He]aka, 203:.)

Mr. Mapisow. It would be beneficial (removing the duty from raw
sugar), inasmuch as it would the beet-sugar people?

Mr. Ginmore. It would keep them at home.

Mr. Mapison. Keep them in a limited loeality ?

Mr. GILMORE. Yes.

Mr. Mapisoy. And leave the field to you people that is naturally
yours, as you feel?

Mr. GiumorE. Our natural field. Yes. r

Mr. MaprsoN. In other words, you feel that all east of the Missis-
sippi River, where they can not very well djmdnce sugar beets, is the
naturak field of the cane-sugar refiners, while the plains and mountain
States, where conditions ere favorable to the production of beet mugar,
is the natural field for the beet-sugar feople?
Mr. Grnyore. Yes; I think so. (Gilmore, 1168)) ~
,Y ﬁr',\ . Michigan sugar, you say, competes with yours in New

0

Mr. Jamrson. Yes: the Michigan sugar has been down to New York
State and all through there. It has interfered with us very largely in
sales in Ohlo and Pennsylvania.

Mr. RaxeR. And West Virginia?

Mr. Jamisos. Yes.

Mr. Ragur. How would it affect you if there was no tax on the im-
portation of sugar—raw sugar?

Mr. JaMisoN. I think it would enable us to run more constantly.
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Mr. Rager. What do you mean by that, now?
Mr. Jamisox. To keep up the capacity.
Mr. Rager. Will you explain it?
Mr. JamisoN. I mean we would be able to sell more sugar.
Mr, Rager. Do you not have a supply all the time?
Mr. Jamisox. Well, we are not able to run full at all times.
mB{r. '}uxnn. Because of the way raw sugar is shipped into the United
ates
- Mr. Jaarison. Oh, no; on account of the beet product. If there was
no duty, I do not think the beet would be so prosperous, and we would
probably sell more sugar. If the duty was removed, I mean to say.
(Jamison, 1195.
Mr. Surzer. I understood you to sng that you believed the tariff on
raw sugar should be materially reduced.
Mr. JAamISON, Yes.
Mr. SvnzEs. Just to what extent, in your judgment, should it be
reduced ?
]!1{1-li Jaursox, I should think it should certainly be reduced 1 cent a
pound. .
Mr, S8uLzer. One cent a pound?
Mr. JaMm1soN. Yes.
Mr. SvLzer. If it were redaced b; legislation 1 cent a pound what, in
your cpinion, would be the result
Mr. Jamison. Well, T think it would conflne the sale of beets ver
largely into their own territory instead of 1per::n:uittlng them to abso
freight rates and sell their gmduct about 10 or 20 points under the
eastern Bfrs.nmnted coming into this territory. It costs them anywhere
from half a cent to three-quarters of a cent per pound freight to get it
here. (Jamison, 1201.)
Mr. Hixps, Can you tell me how far in the East the beet-sugar people
are able to market their sugar
Mr. SrrEcKnLS, There is the dividing line on the Missouri River.
They sometimes come as far as Pittsburgh. I think the American Beet
Sugar Co. has come once as far as New York City.
r. Hixps. Have they not come into New England, Mr. Spreckels?
Mr. 8rrEcKELS. They have come into the State of New York.
Mr. Hixps., Have they not also come into New England some?
Mr. SrrRECEELS. I think so.

Mp. Hixps, One member of the firm of Arbuckles testified that they
had come into New England.
Mr. SPRECEELS. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hixps. Are they showing a tendency to come farther east all the

me

Mr. SpreCKELS. They are.

Mr. Hixps. And they make the competition severer, if it is competition?

Mr. SPRECKELS. Yes.

Mr. Hixps. Continnally ?

Mr. SPrECKELS. Yes, sir. They have frequently come as far as Pitts-
burgh. (C. A. Spreckels, 2267.

Mr. Hixps. Mr. Spreckels, you have been carrying on a campaign to
reduce the tariff as beneficial to the cane-sugar refiners?

Mr. S8PRECKELS. I have,

Mr. Hixps. Of course, that will be dmagln% to the beet-sngar refiners?

Mr. SrrRECKELS. To some extent it will. (C. A. Spreckels, 2275.)

Mr. Hixps. In other words, Perhnps, you would take it (the tariff)
off, would you not. and have free trade?

Mr. SrreCEELS. 1 would have free trade.

Mr. Hixps. You would have free trade in sugar?

Mr. SPRECKELS. Absolutely. (C. A. Spreckels, 2277, 2278.)

With the interests of the two great branches of the sugar
industry thus diametrically opposed, the present bill proposes
to sacrificé one absolutely and leave the field in the possession
of the other, the reason being as stated in the report of the
Committee on Ways and Means accompanying this bill:

Beet sugar leaves the first manufacturing establishment in a refined
condition, but all cane sugar, which constitutes about four-fifths of our
consumption, must be refined ; consequently the refining interest is the

ost important factor connected with sugar manufacturing in the
%nlted Bptgtes Therefore the industrial position of reﬂ.n.l:n% requires
E;Imry conaideration. (Majority report, Committee on ays and

eans, p. 5.)

I can not subscribe to this conclusion. I do not think the
mere magnitude of the refining interest output requires that it
be given primary consideration in the struggle for control of
the American market now in progress between the refiners and
the beet-sugar producers. I would not wantonly attack either
of these great industries, preferring to hold the seales of justice
even, but I say, unhestitatingly, that if it becomes necessary to
sacrifice one to the other it should not be the beet-sugar indus-
try that should be sacrificed, provided the best interests of the
whole country are to be considered.

VALUE oF BEET-SUGAR INDUSTRY.

The whole history of the'culture of the sugar beet shows that
low prices for sugar throughout the world began when men
turned their backs on the plausible theory that the world's
supply could be most cheaply raised by the cheap labor of the
Tropical Zone and began fo raise sugar in the Temperate Zone
by the cultivation of beets. The history of the world further
shows that in every couniry this has been regarded as a new
and untried experiment, that all sorts of protective tariffs,
bounties, and other forms of so-called “ hothousing ™ were neces-
sary before farmers could be educated, capital interested, manu-
factories established, and consumers converted, but that in the
end that production could be stimulated until the age-long su-
premacy of tropical cane sugar was successfully challenged and
beet sugar established as an equal competitor in the race. The
story of this struggle is interesting even in the figures of a
statistical table. (Hearings, p. 3613.) .

Cane and beet sugar production of the world, 1812 to 1910,
[Compiled by Truman G. Palmer.]

Tons of 2,240 pounds. Per cent.
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2, 29 3.4
2 488 36.7
2 184 32.4
2 986 1 37.9
2, 763 1 249 40,1
2 681 1 (230 3.9
3, 749 828 1 921 44.4
2 20 531 1 70 39.2
3,114,273 200 1 33 44.9
3,515, 266 965, 090 1 276 4.1
3,334, 268 903,316 1 952 42.9
3,648, 847 902,346 1 50 47.9
3,847, 668 , 016, 084 1,831,584 47.6
4,217,142 104, 072 2,113,070 50.1
4,871,079 , 547, 531 2,323,548 47.7
5,009, 255 , 592, 647 2, 506, 608 49.2
4,888 340 , 102, 850 2,185, 490 4.7
5,513,278 2, 505, T35 2,707,543 40.1
5,084,981 2,642, 000 2,442,981 48.0
5,224,370 2,480, 700 2,743,679 52.5
6,054, 200 2,475, 800 3, 578,400 50.1
6, 524, 609 2, 868, 900 3,655, 700 56.0
6,683, 497 3,231, 561 3,451,936 5.7
6,431, 600 3,045, 186 3,386,420 5.7
7,379,862 3,531,621 3,848, 241 52.1
8,247,553 3,510,670 4,736,883 - 67.4
7,056, 401 2,809,477 4,246,924 60.2
7,718,279 2,841 857 4,876,422 63.2
7,660, 068 2,864, 255 4,795,813 62.6
7,931,275 2,005,438 4,035, 837 62.2
8,500,100 3,056, 204 b, 508, 815 64.3
9, 618, 333 3,646,050 5,972,774 62.1
10,895, 588 4,078, 044 6,816, 644 62.6
9,804, 339 4,144,453 5,659,886 57.7
10,333, 674 4,244, 206 6,080, 468 58.9
9, 552, 635 4,623,937 4,922, 698 - §1.5
13,950,992 6, 733, 626 7,217, 366 51.8
14,486,073 7,342, 256 7,143,818 40.3
13, 886, 681 6,914, 481 6,972, 200 50.2
14, 565, 944 7,638,069 6,927,875 47.6
14,620, 548 8,333, 042 6, 587, 506 4.2
16,926, 308 8,371,178 8, 555, 220 50.5

1No data. ? French product.  ® France, 35,000 tons; Germany, 1,408 tons.

Not only have the European nations which have protected the
beet-sugar industry become eelf-supporting and exporters of
sugar, but the cultivation of the sugar beet has had an extraor-
dinary effect upon their general agricultural prosperity. Not

only does it necessitate careful farming, but the beet itself by .

breaking up the deep soll with its tap-root and innumerable
rootlets greatly incredses the yield of cereal crops planted in
rotation with it. (Hearings, pp. 2497-2498.)

The effect in Germany was thus desecribed :

(Hearings, p. 2500.)

.Mr. PaLyesR. This is showing what Germany has done In the way of
increasing her yield. In wheat in 25 years Germany increased her yield

r acre 58.8 per cent. During that time the price of wheat increased
3.0 per cent. But Germany reduced her acreage of wheat notwith-
stan that 4.5 per cent. On rge she Increased her yield 85.1 Eer
cent; the price of rye increased 42.4 per cent, and she increased her
acreage but 5.1 per cent. Of bm;le? she increased her yield 64.8 ger
cent; the price of barley Increa 13.3 E:r cent; she redvced her
acreage of barley 5.4 per cent. Of oats she increased her yield 77.4 per
cent; the price of oats increased 46.2 per cent; she increased her oat
acreage 14.2 per cent. Of those four cereals the average increase in
yieldﬁ Germalayé was T8.5 per cent; the increase In price per bushel
was 80.2; and Germany's increase in acreage of those was D per cemt.
Of potatoes she increased her yleld 65.6 per cent per acre; the price of
potatoes advanced 88.6 per cent; and she increased her area 14.3 per
rent, making of these five crops an increase in yleld of 88.6 per cent, an
increase In price per bushel average, of 45.4 per cent, and an increase
n area of 6.7 per cent., Now we come to sugar beets. Her sugar-beet
yield per acre increased but 7.1 per cent, as agalnst 88.6 of all tnese
other crops that she has not increased any in her area. The price of
sugar on the Magdeburg Exchange during that time.instead of goln
;31!1: to 45.4 per cent, as these other crops have, dropped 53.3, and ye

e increased her sugar-beet area 60.4 per cent. Why did she do it?
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The CHAIRMAN. That is what we would like to hear you explain
abont ; why do you think she did it?

Mr, PALMER. On_account of the indirect advantages, nothlng else,

The CramMax. Indirect agricultural benefit to the land

Mr. PaLMer. Yes, sir.

In America a case was cited where a farmer in Utah in-
creased his yield of wheat from 25 bushels to 45 bushels to the
acre by planting it after sugar beets. (Hearings, p. 2498.) In
Germany a like experiment on 135 farms showed an inecrease in
wheat of 24 per cent, in rye 15 per cent, in barley 25 per cent, in
oats 41% per cent, and in potatoes 102 per cent. (Hearings, p.
2787.) That our Department of Agriculture does not believe
that the refining interest requires primary consideration is
shown by the following testimony of Dr. Wiley:

(Hearings, p. 3455.)

The CHAlIRMAN. Let us see how far you will go
tection. BSuppose the truth is that it costs nbout 4 cents a pound to
produce every pound of beet and cane sugar in the United States, while
other countries may, on account of their condition, method of produc-
tion, labor. or other causes, produce cnne sugar for 1 cent per pound
and beet sugar for 2 cents ger pound ou still think the American
consnmer ought to pay the diference n pr ce?

Dr. WiLey. That is a pretty difficult proposition; you are asking me

to consider a good many thi nfs
The CuairMax, 1 just want to see how far yon are a rotectiﬂnlst.

in this matter of

Dr. Wirex. I will tell yon very frankly how far I en 1
the beneficial effect of this suﬁar Industr on other as icu:turnl
lndustrles 1 would go as far as it would be profitable to the farmers of

the United States to maintain that industry.
The CHAIRMAN. No matter how much lt cost the people who con-

sumed that sugar?
Dr. WILEY. Yes; no matter how much It cost. If it were a benefit to
then I am for it.

the ugricultural interests of this country as a whole,
If I look at it sim?ly from a standpoint of the interest of the man mak-
ing the sugar, as 1 stated before, I would not want to tax myself as a
consumer too much, but if I see by paying a little more for my 31‘1‘?
the great a vicultural industry in this country is benefited, 1 11-
ing to pay it. I would go just that far.

There are still other matters which should be taken into con-
sideration in determining which interest deserves primary con-
gideration. For economic reasons refineries must be located
on the seacoast (Hearings, pp. 595, 1012), where the supply of
raw sugar is available. Their history shows a large percentage
of faillures while they were split into small, competing con-
cerns, and their officers claimed emphatically that only through
combination into a few large concerns were they able to effect
those economies necessary to successful operation. (Hearings,
pp. 20, 180, 2022.) Beet-sugar factories, on the other hand,
are established at numerous points in the interior in compara-
tively small and independent units, where combination on a
large scale does not seem to be necessary or possible to produce
efficiency. (Hearings, pp. 1090, 1101.)

THE INTERESTS OF THE CONSUMER.

Where, then, are we to seek for the reason for this sudden
and unexpected solicitude on the part of the majority of this
House for the interests controlling the refining of foreign raw
sugar? It is stated as a convenient makeshift that the removal
of duty is in the interest of the consumer.

Who has spoken for the consumer? It is true that the mails
of every Member of this House have been flooded with petitions
on yellow, perforated paper, praying for a reduction or re-
moval of the duty. Some members of the special committee,
during the early stages of the hearing, showed that they had
mistaken this for the voice of the people. One of the most im-
portant results of the committee's investigation, however, was
to disclose the source of this agitation. Mr. Frank C. Lowry,
whose name has extensively appeared as “ secretary of the
committee of wholesale groecers,” was summoned before the
commlittee. It soon developed that Mr. Lowry was the sales
agent of the Federal Sugar Refining Co., one of the concerns
vitally interested in the reduction of the tariff. It was fur-
ther shown that his *committee of wholesale grocers” was a
hollow sham, having no organization, no dues, and no meetings,
even to the extent that no two had ever met together. (Hear-
ings, pp. 1607-1611.) The entire initiative in the matter
had come from the Federal Sugar Refining Co. and its presi-
dent, Mr. Claus A. Spreckels. The money for this campaign
had been contributed solely by the Federal Sugar Refining
Co. (Hearings, pp. 2276, 3379), no grocer or consumer having
paid a dollar for the cause (Hearings, p. 1608). The yellow
petitions had been sent out, together with a circular which was
shown upon cross-examination to abound in misstatements of
fact and erroneous conclusions. Seldom has a bubble blown to
such proportions as to resemble a popular demand been so
effectually pricked by a little cross-examination as were the
statements in this circular -when its author appeared before
the committee. (See particularly pp. 1634-1637 and testimony
of T. G. Palmer, pp. 2603, 2621, 2670, 2675-2677.)

The real position of the consumer in this country is not diffi-
cult to discover. To one who appreciates the significance of
actions as compared with words, it can be found summarized
in the following table:

American and Eurcpean per capita consumption.

Otto' Licht’s monthly report, dated Magdeburg, December 9, 1910,
gives the following table, showing the per capita consumption in Europe:

Consumption of sugar
Countries. Population. per head,
Kilograms.| Pounds.
iusrda- ....................... L g’ Eﬁ’% ﬁ}g ;35. ﬁ
DIERLY . s s bonsnpnonnduadshusonms , 018, .

France...... 39,450,000 17.18 37.80
Russia.. 128,171,000 10.30 22.82
Belgium 7,186, 000 14.71 32.36
Holland 5,826,000 19.79 43.53
Sweden ... 5,476, 000 24,50 £3.00
Norway... 2,350,000 18.99 41.78
DI o oo, e T s i g 2,726, 000 35.34 77.75
by e s 34, 270, 000 4.24 9.33
S L T U R S R A T LR 19,750, 000 45 14.20
py T e RS e e e 6, 860, 000 4.31 9.50
Finland. .. 2, 968, 000 14.75 32.45
Bulgaria 4,253, 000 3.20 7.05
Greece. . 2,636, 000 3.42 7.52
Servia. . 2,821,000 3.4 7.58
Turkey in Asia.. .. 24,060, 000 5.86 12.89
Portugal and Madeirs. ....cccceencanacnannan 5, 760,000 6. 42 14.12
T RN e e e 3, 550, 000 20.14 €4.10
S5 s L ST 45,472,000 30.23 86.30
i wpe 459, 527,000 14.82 32,60
Lnlted Stntes (Willetf & Gray, 1010)....... 1,972,266 37.05 81. 60

The position of the American consumer in consuming more
sugar per capita than any other nation in the world except Eng-
land, more than twice as much as the inhabitant of France,
Austria, Russia, and Belgium, and more than four times as
much as the inhabitant of Italy, Spain, and Portugal, is deeply
significant of his satisfaction with the price of sugar as com-
pared with the wages he earns and the standard of living which
he is able to maintain,

This per capita consumption is a sensitive barometer. During
the last five months of the year 1911 the price of sugar was ab-
normally high, with the fesult that the consumption for the
entire year was brought down from 81 pounds per capita to 79
pounds per capita. Except for such temporary checks, however,
the following table from Willett & Gray’s Statistical Journal
for January 4, 1912, shows that the satisfaction of the American
consumer has been expressed by a steadily lncreasing per capita
allowance for himself and his family.

Totalcon- | Per [ Increass
Year. or

sumption. | capita. decrease
. Tons Pounds. | Per cent.
3,351,301 79.2 10,031
3,350,355 8.6 12,845
3,257,660 81.8 12, 256
3,185,789 81.17 16, 406
2,903,979 T7.54 14.538
2,864,013 76,1 1 8,806
2,032,216 70.5 2 4. 876
2,767,162 75.3 18 531
2,549,643 70.9 20, 642
2,566,108 72.8 18,169
2,372,316 69.7 1 6. 868
2,219,847 66.6 16,826
2,078,068 61.0 13.750
2,002,902 60.3 13,287
2,070,978 63.5 16,747
1,940, 086 60.9 10, 405
1,049,744 64.23 13.129
2,012,714 66. 64 1.5, 606
1,905, 862 3. K3 12,832
1,853,370 63.76 11,018
1,872, 400 67.46 | 122063
1,522,731 54.56 15,767
1,439,701 52.64 11,205
1,457,264 4.3 1 4.020
1,302,900 53.11 12.736
1,355,800 52,55 18,108
1,254,116 40.95 10.140
1,252, 366 51.00 17,006
1,170,375 |. ..| 110.286
1,061,220 |. 16.813
993,532 |.. ey

! Increase. 2 Decrease.

Average increass in total consumption for 30 years, 4.267 per cent.

ResvLT OoF FREE SUGAR.

The removal of the duty on sugar being ostensibly for the
benefit of the consumer, ordinary regard for his interest should
seem to demand that before such a radical departure from the
system existing in every civilized country is made the probable
effects should be carefully studied. So far as the testimony
taken before the special committee is concerned, it indicates
neither the certainty nor even the probability that the total
abolition of the duty will be of any ultimate benefit to the
consumer whatever.
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+ The assertion is made that this bill will reduce the price of
sugar to the consumer by 11 cents a pound. Even if the state-
ment were given full weight, it must be remembered that cer-
tainly not more than 50 pounds per capita, and probably not
much more than 30 pounds, is consumed directly as sugar
(Hearings, pp. 613, 915, 1165, 2652, 3158), while the rest finds its
way Into a thousand different forms of manufacture, from
candy and condensed milk to chewing gum and tobacco, where
the saving of a fraction of a cent per unit can not conceivably
make any material difference in the retail price to the con-
sumer. Accepting the saving to the consumer at its full value,
therefore, the destruction of the domestic industry is to be pur-
chhsed at the magnificent price of a saving of 75 cents a year
to each inhabitant.

The truth of the assertion, however, finds no support from
the testimony taken before the special commiitee. On the
contrary, the indications are strong that after a temporary
drop in price has put the American producer out of business
the shortage in the world’'s supply thus created will force the
price above the original level,

THE WorLD'S SUFPLY OF BUGAR.

The great fallacy in the proposition is the underlying as-
sumption, seldom expressed but necessarily implied, that if our
tariff is removed our markets will be opened to a.large or
practically inexhaustible supply of sugar which is waiting on
the outside ready to come in at a low price. No testimony
before the committee showed the existence of any such continu-
ous source of supply. It is true that at the present moment
Russia has nearly 1,000,000 tons of surplus sugar locked up
under the artificial arrangements of the Brussels Convention,
which govern European production and distribution. (Hear-
ings, pp. 3543, 3562.) This sugar is entitled to the equivalent of
an export bounty at present reckoned by the United States
Treasury Department at 72 cents a hundred pounds (Hearings,
p. 3588), and as the present bill does not even save the counter-
vailing duty this sugar would be freed to swamp our beet-sugar
industry during the first year.

After that, however, we are met with the portentous fact
that in the face of an increasing world's consumption the
world's production fell from 16,900,000 tons in 1910-11 to
15,500,000 tons estimated for the coming year, a decrease of
1,400,000 tons. (Hearings, p. 3585.) In other words, there is no
great quantity of sugar permanently available for the American
consumer above that already required for the world's consump-
tion. I have no doubt that, in addition fo the immediate
dumping of the Russian surplus upon ug, every effort possible
will be made to lower the price of sugar until the American
producer is driven out of the business; but the fact that the
resulting shortage of nearly 1,000,000 tons in the world's sup-
ply will permanently inerease the price to the American con-
sumer appears as reasonably certain as any forecast of market
conditions can be.

TarE WonLD’'s PrIcE oF SvucAm.

Besides throwing the American consumer upon the mercy of
a world’s production, which does not exist in gquantities ade-
quate to his needs, we are further throwing him upon the
mercy of the most artificially controlled price of a staple ar-
ticle in the world. It is a matter of congratulation that the
speculative features of buying and selling which are so preva-
lent with respect to wheat, cotton, and other crops are absent
from the sugar indusiry in America. (Hearings, p. 3072.) In
Europe, however, where the world's market and world’s prices
are conftrolled, the situation is quite otherwise. Not only was
Europe described as a network of sugarhouses and exchanges,
facilitating constant specification (Hearings, pp. 3067, 3583),
but the very Governments of European countries, acting through
the Brussels Convention, exercise an artificial control over
sugar which can at any time affect the world’s price. The sit-
uation as regards Russia, already referred to, is a ecase in
point. During the past six months the price of sugar in
Europe has been determined not by the law of supply and
demand, but by the action of a committee which was called
to determine how much, if any, additional sugar Russia should
be allowed to export and by the predictions of the speculators
as to the action of that committee. (Hearings, p.3584.) Under
the Brussels Convention Russia is allowed to export only 200,-
000 tons of sugar a year to convention countries. In view of
the world-wide prevalence of high prices during last fall Russia
applied for permission to export 500,000 tons, but after much
delay and negotiation the amount was finally fixed at 350,000
tons, an amount not sufficient to relieve the present shortage.

Should the present bill become a law, it is to the artificial
conditions of this kind, of which the American consumer knows
little and over which he has no control, that his interests are
to be intrusted.

"ducers will be

Under these circumstances it would apparently be the duty,
of those seeking to serve the interests of the consumer to in-
quire most carefully if any other form of relief, if rellef is
needed, would be more likely to give more permanent benefit
to the object of their solicitude. Here again the testimony be-
fore the special committee would seem to indicate that such a
method is readily available. It was pointed out by Mr. W. P.
Willett, the sugar expert, in the following language:

(Willett, pp. 3083-3084.)

Mr. Surzer. What, in your judgment as an expert, would brifg
about a permanent rednetion of the cost of manufactured sugar to the
consumers of the United States?

Mr, WILLETT. By increasing the amount of domestic production and
in Porto Rico and Hawail—that is, by Increasing the quantity of sugar
within the Unlted States to the extent that we would be required to
purchase no sugar whatever at world prices. Last year we bought
only 77,000 tons at the world price. We were as near as that to that
condition in 1910. We did come within 77,000 tons of being entirely
free and ind dent of the world's prices, whereas a few g:nrs hefore
we had been importing 6,700,000 tons. (Misprint; should 670,000.)

Mr. Surzer, In other words, you think it advisable for the Govern-
ment of the United States to do everything within its legitimate scope
to encourage the growth of cane and beet sugar in the United States?

Mr. WILLETT. Yes, sir,

Mr. BuizER. And in our insular possessions?

Mr. Wirnrerr. Yes, sir; in our insular possessions.

(Willett, p. 3589.)

Mr. Hixps. Then, Mr. Willett, the world's pflce for sugar Is not a
suﬂ)iymd—demnnd price entirely, is it?

r. WiLLETT. What reference has that to Russia?

Mr. Hixps. With all these arrangements of bounty and these other
arrangements, it results that the supply and demand of sugars——

: er?. WiLLETT (interposing). You mean it is not free to seek a proper
eve.

Mr. HiNps. Yes.

Mr. WiLLeTT. No; it is not free throughout the world to seek a
pl‘li?Er level of price,

r. Hixps. And the world’s price is an artificial price?

Mr. WiLLETT. To the extent that the trade of the world is not free
and open and clear and It is subject to bounties and restrictions and con-
ditions. d’Wil%‘at we want to do is to get independent of all that, and
we can do

Mr. Hixps. Buppose we increase considerably in the Phll{ﬁglnes and
Cuba increases considerably and the beet-sugar supply in t country
doubles, will not that make a revolution In BLIEI“'?

Mr. ILLETT. Mogt decidedly. That is what I say—Iincrease the
Cuban, Porto Rican, Hawailan, Philippine, and domestic cane and beet
sugar industry to a point above our requirements for consumption up to
500, tons, so that If Cuba should give out some year and not pro-
duee much sugu we would still have enough for our consumption.
Then we would be independent of the world, and we would make our
own (world's) price.

Mr. Hixps. And what ought that price to be in the United States?

Mr. WiLLETT. That price, after equalizing the produetion to consump-
tion, will depend ugon the competition between the different Interests—
between Cuba, Porto Rico, Hawali, and the domestic beet and cane in-
dustry. They will all be working to get our market, and the consumer
then will get the advanta%e.

rht[ﬁ'? HINDS. And probably we would get the cheapest sugar on
eal

Mr. WILLETT. We would get the cheapest sugar on earth under those
conditions. There is no doubt about that.

Mr. Hixps. And is that situation really in sight, do you think?

Mr. WILLETT. We came within 74,000 tons of it In 1910, and thig
year, according to the outlook of the Cuban crop at the present moment,
we will come—I should sa{ that we might meet it, provided that the
shortage in Euro 0 inernE Oi&on our Cuban reserve. Already
the United Kingdom has bought 140, tons away from our supply in
Cuba, but they are reselling to, or trying to. .

(Willett, pp. 3556-855T7.)

Mr. WiLLerr. * * * This promotion of our Industerg iz a much
more vital goint from the consumers’ standpoint included) than is a
reduction of tariff to a point that lets in foreign sugar and thereby
diminishes the home protection. Whenever we rea the condition
indlea .competition between our free and partially free dutﬁ pro-
and the consumers will benefit thereby and the United
States will be entirely free from the speculative and other influences
which control the world's price, and it is not unreasonable to expect
that, under the conditions indicated, the United States will become a
considerable exporter of its surplus production to the foreign countries
which may be short of supplies, as under present conditions abroad.

As showing the ultimate effect of home production equal to or sur-
passing home consumption, I eall attention esci)edally for earnest con-
slderanglon to the fact that in 1910 we reached this desired consumma-
tion within 74,000 tons, and as a result we were almost independent of
Europe ; so much so, in fact, that we got our supplies from Cuba af
over one-half cent per pound under world's prices, durlng which time
one man (Santa Marig) was mrf'ingnon a blq bull speculation in
Europe in which we would certainly ve been involved but for this
limited amount we 1 nired that year. In 1911 the Cuban crop fell
gliort of 1910 by 320,898 tons, and we required 212,182 tons from abroad
to complete our supplies; hence we were involved In the world's prices
in 1911, and the result was a hue and ery against the high prices of
sugar. I am not making an ent, but am simply pointing to the
facts that appear to me to make the consideration of the Increase in our
local supplies of greater importance In legislation than a reduction of
duties beyond cergm limits, those limits to be such as will positively
exclude all sugars outside those of our States and dependencies.

(Willett, p. 8078.)

In all these analyses I reach the same conclusion—that to decrease
the price of sugar to the consumer, increase the domestic production as
rapidly as possible.

In view of this testimony the present bill seems to have been
framed and presented with deplorable ignorance of the actual
conditions existing within and outside of the United States,
or else as a deliberate attempt to make political eapital out of

the popular misapprehension as to the ultimate effects of free
sugar. =

.
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Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, in the year 1910, which was
a normal year in both sugar consumption and sugar production,
the total consumption of the United States of refined sugar was
about 3,350,000 long tons. Of this amount we produced 330,000
tons of domestic cane in Louisiana and Texas, 457,000 tons of
domestic beet in the West, and 15,000 tons of domestic maple
and molasses in Louisiana, Texas, and the West, thus making
the total sugar production in continental United States 805,000
tons,

From our insular possessions we get the following amounts,
free of duty: From Hawaii, 459,000 tons; from Porto Rico,
217,000 tons; from the Philippines, 96,000 tons—a total from
our insular possessions of 832,000 tons.

From Cuba we import 1,640,000 tons and from all other coun-
tries, except Cuba, 73,000 tons, making up the total consumption
of 3,350,000 tons.

It is thus apparent, Mr. Chairman, that Continental United
States is now producing about 25 per cent of the country’s con-
sumption of sugar; that our insular possessions are producing
another 25 per cent of that consumption, and that the island
of Cuba produces almost all of the other 50 per cent. To-day
Continental United States is only producing one-fourth of the
sugar that we consume. We have not failed to do better than
this because of the absence of sufficient stimulation to the in-
dustry in the way of tariff duties on sugar, for since the very
beginuing of this Government heavy tariff duties have been
jevied on sugar with the exception of one brief period, that from
1890 to 1894. The act of 1879 carried a sugar tax of 3 cents
per pound and in 1790 the tariff was 5 cents per pound; in
1794, 4 cents per pound; in 1816, 3 cents per pound on brown or
raw sugar, 4 cents per pound on white dr refined sugar, 10
cents per pound on lump sugar, and 12 cents per pound on loaf
sugar In 1832 the tax was 2% cents per pound on brown sugar
and 3% on refined sugar; in 1842 it was 24 cents per pound on
brown sugar and 6 cents per pound on refined sugar; in 18406,
three-fourths of a cent per pound on raw sugar and 2 cents per
pound on refined sugar; in 1861, 2 cents per pound; in 1862,
2% cents per pound; in 1864, 3 cents per pound; in 1870, 4 cents
per pound; in 1853, 2.24 cents per pound on raw sugar and 34
cents per pound on refined sugar; in 1890, five-tenths of a cent
per pound on refined sugar; and all other sugar under 16 Dutch
standard in color. free, with a bounty of 2 cents per pound on
domestic production; in 1894, 40 cents ad valorem and an addi-
tional tax of one-eighth of a cent per pound'on refined sugar;
in 1807, 1.685 cents per pound on raw sugar and 1.95 cents
per pound on refined sugar; in 1909, 1.685 cents per pound on
raw sugar and 1.90 cents per pound on refined sugar.

So, Mr. Chairman, the truth of the statement that the produc-
tion of sugar has been substantially and almost uniformly
stimulated by our tariff laws must be apparent to all, and if,
during all the years that have elapsed since 1789, we have been
unable to produce in this country the sugar that we consume,
it is not because of a failure to grant long, permanent, and
excesssive “ protection” to sugar.

I next invite the attention of the committee to a table show-
ing the total consumption of sugar in the United States and
the percentage of that consumption produced in the United
States, beginning with the year 1830 and ending with the
year 1911:

Consumption and production of sugar in the United States in certain
years, in long tons.

Per cent of
i:[I"r-:;du{a- consump-
onincon-| tion pro-
Yer. Total con- | “yinontal | duced in
sumpton. | Tnited | continental
Siates. United
States.
4,321 40
&1, 556 48
111, 787 47
120, 845 28
, 200 10.5
151,736 16
265,439 18
312,079 15
256,371 17
, 905 14.5
233,426 11
260,833 12
430,086 18
473,126 18
406, 463 10
423,135 16
544,722 21
613,717 21
663,610 3
s 2%
730,010 3
s 24
s 25

In the last column of this table I have figured the percentage
of our consumption that the domestic industry has supplied
in each of the years for which the figures are given. You will
observe that as far back as the year 1830 we were producing
49 per cent of our sugar consumption; that the percentage re-
mained practically umaltered until the beginning of our Civil
War, when it fell to 28 per cent. You will also observe that in
the year 1890, the year of the McKinley bill, it was 18 per
cent. In 1894, the year of the Wilson bill, it was 1T per cent,
and the last year for which the figures are given, 1911, it was
25 per cent. Since the passage of the Dingley bill, in 1897,
consumption of sugar in the United States has increased from
2,070,978 tons to 3,351,000 tons in 1911, or an increase in con-
sumption of 1,280,000 tons. During that same time production of
sugar in continental United States increased from 353,371 tons
to 756,000 tons, an increase in production of 420,629 tons as
against the enormous increase in consumption of 1,280,000 tons,
to which I have just alluded.

In 1830 we produced 49 per cent of the sugar we consumed;
in 1897, 17 per cent; in 1911, 25 per cent; so that it does seem
to me that, looking at this question solely from the standpoint
of the ability of this country to produce its own sugar, there
is any reasonable ground upon which to base the hope that the

‘time will ever come when it can be done in our continental

territory at least. -

Mr. Chairman, in presenting this bill to the committee I am
compelled, on account of the somewhat limited time at my com-
mand, to take up the subject in a rather desultory way. The
question is so large a one and there are so many angles from
which it ought to be considered that I can only hope, as I shall
endeavor, to cover the whole ground as best I can and to discuss
it from as many of those angles as possible. I shall discuss
it first from the standpeint of the beet-sugar production, because
that production is greater than ecane-sugar production, and
because so far during this debate we have heard more about
beet-sugar -production than about ecane-sugar production, al-
though I do nmot know but that that will be remedied at a later
period in the debate.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HARDWICK. Not now.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. It is right on this particular point.

Mr. HARDWICK., I am going to discuss the cane-sugar
question a little later.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. If the genfleman will only permit me——

Mr. HARDWICK. No; I can not.

Mr. WICKLIFFE, It is right on this point.

Mr. HARDWICK. Very well; make it short.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. From the initial pound produced in
Louisiana down to the year 1857, or the year 1859, the eve of
the Civil War, the production of cane sugar in Louisiana went
from that initial pound up to over a quarter of a million tons.
With the coming on of the war, as the gentleman well knows——

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield further.

Mr. WICKLIFFE (continuing). It went down to practically
nothing, but by 1879, as they were coming out of the reconstruc-
tion period and out of the effects of that war, the cane pro-
duection had got up to 79,000 tons, and by 1889 it was 189,000
tons——

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield any further.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, I think out of courtesy
the gentleman ought to yield to me further. >

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman from Louisiana frames
with his own lips the strongest indictment that can be made
against the sugar-cane industry in Louisiana. He says its
production was over a quarter of a million tons at the begin-
ning of the Civil War, and yet from 1861 up to the present
moment it has only reached 330,000 tons.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. But do not these fizures show that it
went down in 1870 as the effect of the war?

Mr. HARDWICK. That may be true, but, in my judgment,
you will never be able to recover:

Mr. WICKLIFFE. From the war? -

Mr. HARDWICK. No; you will never be able to recover
the lost ground, because your industry has been hothoused from
the very beginning, artificially stimulated from its inception,
because it can not continue to exist except at the continued and
tremendous expense of the American consumers, and, in my judg-
ment, they are not going to stand it any longer. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, how much is invested in the beet-sngar in-
dustry of the country? How much real money has been put in
it and is in it to-day? In this connection I eall attention to the
report of the special committee that investigated the great
sugar industry of the country, a report unanimous in its find-
ings, and according to that report—page 26—the real investment
in the beet-sugar industry of the country is about $60.000.000,
although their eapitalization, according to the evidence {aken
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by the committee, was about $104,000,000, and is claimed fo be
$129,000,000, according to one of the census reports referred to
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWOOD].

Pardon me, Mr. Chairman, if I digress for just a moment to
discuss a somewhat tangential question. How much interest
has the American Sugar Refining Co., commonly known as the
Sugar Trust, in the beet-sugar companies of the couniry; to
what extent are the Iatter real independents and actual com-
petitors of the trusts? The beet-sugar companies produce 14
per cent of the country’s consumption of sugar, and of those
companies the trust owns the majority of the stock or is the
largest and most influential and, I believe, the controlling
stockholder in companies that produce more than one-half of
the total beet-sugar production of the country. And yet the
contention is seriously made to this House and to the country
that the beet-sugar producers are real independents; that they
are engaged in a battle royal with their largest stockholder and
strongest ally; that they can not stand the removal of the
“ protection ” that they have so long enjoyed. It is contended
for them fhat they are the only real competitors of the trust,
that their margin of profit is small, and that they can not live
without continued governmental favor and unabated tariff pro-
tection; and my friend from Michigan [Mr. ForbNEY], who-
preceded me in this debate, sings their death wail upon this
floor, as he tells this House and the American people that the
beet-sugar industry of this eountry is deomed to destruction if
this bill should become a law.

It is well to weigh with some care the soundness of this ap-
peal; it is well to consider with some caution the accuraey of
this claim. ILet us take the great beet-sugar company from the
gentleman’s own State, the Michigan Beet Sugar Co., in which
the trust is the largest and mest potent stockholder, exercising
what I believe to be a dominating and controlling inflnence over
its business and its poliey.

On May 25, 1910, the company held its annual meeting at the
Eddy Bnilding, Detroit, Mich. Let me quote to you briefly from
the Beet Sugar Journal of June, 1910:

The Alichigan Bu Co. reports a profitable year. The regular an-
nual meeting of stockholders the Michigan Sugar Co. was held at the
Eddy Bauillding, Detroit, Mich., Wedn y afternoon, May 25, 1910.
There was & representative attendance to hear the statement of the offi-
cers as to the year's business, The year was a profitable one, the com-

ny Dbeing able to show a surplus of §3,025,000 after expending

3,500,000 for lahor and beets, and also paying regular dividends not

only on the t\;:.'t’.'ﬂzl're-:l. but on the commen stock as well.
nfsda meeting was the regular annual meeting, no dividend was de-
cla

I next invite your attention to an extraect frem the Beet Sugar

Journal of July 6, 1910:

Offers of 121 for stock in the Michignn Sugar Co. have been made
within the Inst month, and the stock is now considered one of the best
an the Detroit or, for that matter, any market. The enormous profits,
coupled with the favorable prospects, are the eauses for the increase in
Interest and price in stoek. The net profits of the Michigan Su Co.
in 1909 exceeded $1.500,000, and the finaneial statement su&mi ed
the annual meeting last month showed a surplus of $3,000,000. By a
person in close touch with the worldngs of the company it is stated
that the earnings from the sale of the by-products is almost enough to

meet the dividend payments. The stock has trebled in value in little
mq!-eughan a year.

sugar stock is now one of the best investments possible,™
BEaAySs A local broker who has been ggomlnent in handling the stock:
“ there are more buyers for it than there is stock for sale, and proba-
bilities are an even higher mark than already touched will be renched
before the break comes. All Michigan sugar companies are pﬂ:::iparing.
When the * trust' came Into the State some years ago it smashed many
imdependent companies, but in recent years, due to the improved meth-
ods of growing nnd mamufacturing, whjch permits large profits to the
farmer and extraordinary profits to the factory, seve independent
compan{f; "tum: been rehabilitated and are now sharing in the general
prosperity.

This company was chartered with a capital stock of about
$9,000,000, one-half common and one-half preferred. The com-
bined daily slicing capacity of its six factories is very little in
excess of 4,000 tons of beets per day. Measured by the standard
of cost given us by beef-sugar factory men themselves, the six
factories of the Michigan Sugar Co. do not represent an actual
investment of more than $4,500,000, or about the amount of its
preferred stock. The four and one-half millions of eommon
stock was water, promoter’s profit, and tariff eapitalization,
nothing more and nothing less, and yet it has inecreased its capi-
tal stock from $9,000,000 to $12,000,000 out of its earnings, and

* from 1906, when it was organized, to 1910, if we may believe
the Beet Sugar Journal, it has more than trebled the value of
its stock, until to-day the stock that was originally water is sell-
ing at $121 per share, and yet this selfsame Michigan Sugar Co.
is one of the loudest of all in its protest against tariff reduction,
and especially against free sugar, pleading the baby act and ery-
ing that it can not stand without protection from the Govern-
ment.

Let us take another specific case. I refer next to the Great
Western Sugar Co., “a corporation under the laws of New Jer-

As the Wed- |

sey,” operating in Colorado, and in which the American Sugar
Refining Co. is again the largest and, I believe, the controlling
stockholder. It is capitalized at $30,000,000, one-half common
and one-half preferred stock; possibly one-half value and cer-
tainly at least one-half water.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Is the gentleman sure that it
is only half water?

Mr. HARDWICK. Testimony at the hearings indicated that,
to my mind. It is capitalized at $30,000,000; its slicing capacity
is 9,700 tons of beets daily. Tested by the standard of cost
given us by the beet-sugar factory people themselves, this would
make a total real value for the nine factories of the Great
Western Sugar Co. of about $12,000,000, and, as the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Hucurs] has suggested, it would seem
to be true that even a little more than one-half of the total
capitalization of $30,000,000 is water. At any rate, when we
say that only one-half is water we think we have been more
than fair fo the company. This great sugar company long has
reaped a rich, golden harvest from the patient and long-suf-
fering people; and yet how much do you suppose that this
| great sugar company values its property for taxation when it
comes {0 make its tax returns to the State of Colorado? Two
~and one-half million dollars. You ask me how much water
there is in its stock? Under oath to the tax officers of the State
' of Colorado, its officers claimed that its property is worth about
 two and one-half millions, and yet it is capitalized at $30,000,000
and is crying aloud to-day because we are unwilling to let them
declare dividends on wafer for all the years to come at the ex-
%u;e of every housewife and every grocery-bill payer in the

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. It seems to me that the gentle-
man is making an awfully poor showing as to the sugar com-
pany, if it has an actual value of only $2,500,000 and is capi-
talized at $30,000,000. They ought to take example from the
- Standard Oil Co.——

Mr. HARDWICK. I do not claim that this mania for over-
| capitalization is peculiar to the sugar industry alone. I admit
that it is everywhere, in every line of industry, but I am op-
posed to it all, and I especially object to it when they. seek to
capitalize the tariff and Iay the heavy burden of continued
dividends on watered stock upon the backs and stomachs of
the American people. )

Now, let’ us take another of these.puling infants—the Ameri-
| can Beet Sugar Co. This company is capitalized at $20,000,000—
| $5,000,000 preferred and $15,000,000 common ; $5,000,000 value
'and §15,000,000 water. With a slicing capacity of about 4,000
' tons per day, the real value of its five plants, four in Colorado
'and one in Washington, can not exceed $5,000,000, according
to the standard of value fixed by one of its chief ewners, Mr.
Oxnard, and yet to-day preferred stock of the American Beat
. Co. is above par and the common is above 50. They have eapi-
talized the tariff to the extent that they have made seven and
' one-half million dollars’ profit in 12 years, besides paying 6
per cent on their actual investment. I invite your attention to
'a statement in the Beet Sugar Journal of April, 1911, in ref-
erence to the profits of this company :
| “American Beet Bu, Co. sets new high record. The report of the
' American Sugﬂr Co. for the year ended March 31, 1011, shows total
income of $8,357,012, an increase of $£1,347,368 over 'the previous
| year, and a surplus, after preferred-stock dividends, of $1,643, , equal

o 10.95 per cent earned on the $15,000,000 of common stock, compared
| with $1,097,252, or 7.31 per cent, earned in the previous year. The
common stock has not yet paid any dividends. he pﬂ.‘fﬂ‘l‘cl’l"]}nys

| O ?Eer cent. Comparative results for the past three vears follow.
i hen are given the figures for 1911, 1910, and 1909. For 1909 the

receipts were $7,135,326; total income, $7,156,853; expenses,
terest, tax, etc, $5,863,713; balance, $£1,293,143. Well, now, wa
will take 1910: Gross receipts. $6,083,772; total Income, $7,000,644;

' expenses, tax, Interest, ete., $5,612,301 ; balance, $1,307,252, For 1011 :
| Gross receipts, $8,344,7927 tbtal income, $8,357,012; expenses, Inter-
est tax, ete, $6,413,353; balance, $1,945,650. Preferred dividends,

300,000 in each of the years 1911 and 1910 and $245,400 in the year
| 1909, leavl:n%n surplus of $1,643,659 in the year 1911, $1,007,252 in
the year 1910, and $1,047,743 in the year 1909. * The general balance
sheet as of March 51 shows total assets of §22.577,871."

“The reserve for working capital is $1,825,637, inst $832,151 a

ar ago, and there is a reserve for betterments a improvements of
?W,%fﬁ, a new item, Bills payable to the amount of §1,266,000,
which appeared in the previons balance sheet, have been paid off.
H. R. Duval, president, says: ' The nmmlus has been applied to working
capital, which is now a ate for ordinary operations. The wwan
is now free of all debt. ere was an increased production of 106,74
bags, exceeding that of any former year. The Increase was principally
due to -California, thou rand Island increased 31,704 bags. In Colo-
rado the decrease was 88,624 bags. Due largely to increased efficiency
of the plants, the cost of mak sugar, as compared with previous
campaigns, was somewhat diminished. Taxes increased $30,989, of
which %5.5&0 was the Federal corporation income tax. Depreciation
and maintenance cost §344,842—was $13,119 less than last year." The
design of this expenditure (included in the sabove statement In ex-
penses) is te keep the plants up to their original condition."

I next imvite your attention to a statement in the American

Sugar Industry of March, 1912, in reference to the profits of
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this same company—the American Beet Sugar Co.—for the year
ending March 30, 1912:

The net earnings of the American Beet Sugar Co. for the fiscal

ding March 21, 1912, will probably not execeed 12 per cent, of
gﬁe 1§ per cent estimated last December. The reason assigned for this
is that the company began to sell its 1911 crop too early. Sales were
made in advance of production in order to

Hihe i Sl yiats amE It fa et
seemed a very flatte fit. ugar prices advanced, an -
mated the rence to thgf?:ommx amounted to between §300,000 and
$500,000. The mmm{ig{ then went to the other extreme and held back

the remaindef of the 1 crop on a declining market.
“ And yet this American Beet Sugar Co. protests that it can not

exist without protection, and urges that it should be allowed to |

continue to extort excessive profits on watered capitalization
from the pockets of the American consumer.

Let me cite one more example of exactly the sort of “ protec-
tion ¥ we are urged to continue at the expense of the Ameriean
consumer for the benefit of these lusty “infants.” Probably
the first beet factory in the country in recent years was estab-
lished about 1887 by Mr. C. A. Spreckels, sr., at Watsonville,
Cal. According to the sworn evidence of Mr. C. A, Spreckels, jr.,
'a son of the man who built it and owned i, this factory made
A2 per cent the first year of its operation.
it made 80 per cent. It was capitalized at $500,000, of which
only $400,000 was paid in actual eash, so that its owners got
back more than its entire capital from two years of its opera-
tion, and finally suspended because the Sugar Trust had then
acquired an interest in it and would not pay more than §4 per
ton for beets, and by this niggardly policy caused the farmers
to plant fruit orchards instead of beets. .

This brings me pext, Mr. Chairman, to the discussion of an-
other important phase of the beet-sugar question. Our geod
friends from the beet-sngar regions, where the sunshine of God
is very bright and is so easily coined into sugar, protest against
this bill in the name of the American farmer. Mr. Chairman,
it is my experience that there have been more appeals to dema-
gogy, more appeals to prejudice, more appeals to ignorance, in
this House and in Congress in the name of the American
farmer than in almost any other name that I ean think of,
except possibly the American laborer, and it does seem to me
that this particular appeal is the most unjustifiable I have ever
heard, and I protest against it as emphatically as I can in the
name of the great masses of American farmers throughout the
country who constitute in a very large measure the backbone
of its prosperity and well-being and who demand no more than a
square deal and an even chance fo earn their living by the sweat
of their own brows in the sunshine of {he Almighty unhampered
by excessive and unnecessary burdens and unfair discriminations
against them and demanding neither diserimination in their
favor against other people nor special privileges of any kind
wha tsoever.

It is contended, in the first place, that the American farmer |

is pnid more for his beets than the European farmer, and must
be paid less if the tariff on sugar is removed. I dispute both
propositions. First, I say the American is not paid more for
his beets than the European farmer. In connection with that
proposition I desire to first cite an extract from Willett & Gray’'s
Sugar Journal of June 12, 1801, when that journal was advo-
cating Cuban reciproeify :

The heavy protection now granted to beet-sugar producers all goes to
the manufacturers, who do not pay the farmers any more than is re-
ceived by the farmers in Germa Ilgm' beets. German factories produce
refined sugar at a cost of less

tg. and American factories suitably located and ably managed

ould be able to do as well. American manufacturers have already

monstrated their ability to prodnce sugar at 3 cents per pound ; there-

fore the heavy protection now Franted is not needed and the removal

of duty on Cuban raw sugar will neither ruin the business of the beet-
sugar manufacturers nor uriously affect the farmer.

In answer to the tables furnished by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForopNEY] on this subject, I wish to invite atten-
tion to the fact that the tables cited by that gentleman eontain
prices paid in Germany throughout a series of years, and that
they have not been compared by the gentleman with any similar
tables giving averages in prices paid for beets in this country
during the same period of years. On the contrary, the gentle-
man undertook to compare them with American prices paid in
the year 1911. This is manifestly unfair, beeause the prices
paid for beets were higher in 1911 than they were in 1902, for
instance, both in this country and in Germany. It would seem
to me that the fairer comparison would be to take the year
1911 and compare the prices for that year in Europe and
America. In 1911 the prices of beets, according to the findings
of the special committee, were $5.30 per ton in California, $5 per
ton in Utah and Idaho, from $5.50 to $6.50 per ton in Colorado
and Nebraska, and between $5 and $6 in Michigan. Compare
these prices with the prices paid in Europe. Mr. Czarnikaw, of
London, one of the most eminent authorities on sugar conditions

an 2% cents per pound, exclusive of

The following year |

| number of gentlemen, indieatin

in the whole world, states that the usual price paid’ for beets
in countries that are parties to the Brussels convention—and
that includes most of the beet-sugar producing countries in
Europe—was $5.11 to $5.48 per ton. Messrs. L. Behrens & Son,
of Hamburg, fix the price at from $5.32 to $6.70 per ton.
Messrs. H. J. Merck & Co., of Hamburg, reporting for the dis-
trict of Stettin, fix the average price at $5.78 per ton. In Posen
the price varied Yrom $5.50 to $6.49, the average being $6.27
per 1t,(m,. In Belginm and Holland the average in 1911 was $5.79
per ton.

In addition to the above, in Denmark at least, and probably
| in Germany and other European countries, besides receiving
payment for his beets according to the agreed scale, the farmer
is also given in payment for his beets a percentage of the fac-
tory profits. So it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the Ameri-
can farmer is not well treated by our beet factories in compari-
son with the treatment the European farmers receive from the
European beet factories, and that the American farmer is not
as well paid for his beets as the European farmer. It seems to
- me that the “ protection” that-has been sd bounteously given
the beet-sugar people has gone to swell profits of overcapitalized
faetories rather than to increase the profits of American farm-
ers. In this connection I wish to read yon a telegram that I
ha;;- egtust received this morning and that bears directly on this
sul 2

New YYo=k, March 1j, 1912
THoMAS W, HARDWICK,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Referring to our conversation of the other day, I am unable to ascer-
name of the gentleman whom I met on the train coming East
on March 2 last. He stated in the presence of a number of witnesses
that Bﬁ bad been to Califormia for the Burpm of selling beet-sugar
seed, ahd was on his way to see Mr. Joseph Smith, head of the Mormon
Chureh, and exhibited a telegram statlng arrangements were made for
him to lunch with Mr. Smith on March 4. He was met at Ogden by a
his bcinﬁnor some importance. e

claimed to be a manufacturer of beet sugar in Germany, and stated that

| he and manufacturers of beet sugar in general had to pay about $7.50

per ton this year for sugar beets, while during the last year they paid

| only from $35.50 to ass per ton. The reason for this was that farmers

were dissatisfied and could no longer be induced to raise them for less.

He stated, further, that the manufacturing cost was about the same;

labor in Eunrope, perhaps, being less, but fuel, on the other hand, higher.
C. A. SPRECKELS.

Mr. MONDELL. I would like to ask the gentleman from
Georgia whe is this man who is being quoted?

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. C. A. Spreckels.

Mr. MONDELL. But the gentleman who made this state-
ment, who is he?

Mr. HARDWICK. If the gentleman from Wyoming had’
listened to the reading of the telegram, he would not have
asked the question.

Mr. MONDELIL. It seems to have been some gentleman
whose name is unknown. His identity is unknown.

Mr. HARDWICK. That is just what the telegram says.
| Now, I want to make this one other suggestion along the line
of the hypocrisy of this ery that this tax on American con-
sumption ought to be retained to * protect”™ the American
farmer. ILet me suggest to the gentlemen who raise that ery,
who are so solicitous of the interest of the American farmer,
that it is rather wonderful to recall that when they and their
party eame to protect the American farmer from competition
with his Canadian neighbor they imposed the low tax of “10
per cent ad valorem on sugar beets,”” and that in 1909, 37,731
tons of sugar beets were imported from Canada into the United
States, and in 1910, 57,950 tons, all of this importation being
sold to the Michigan Sugar Co. and the Meunt Clemmons
Sugar Co.

I next invite your attention to another phase of this question.
It appeared from the testimony of many of the witnesses who
were engaged as farmers in the production of sugar beets in
the various Western States that the net profits per acre of the
sugar-beet farmers varied from $19.20 to $76. Taking the
average of the figures given by the first 14 witnesses on this sub-
ject, it would appear that the average net profit per acre of the
sugar-beet farmer throughout the West was about $43.37 in the
year 1911. According to the figures of the Department of
Agriculture, the average net profit of the American farmer in
the production of wheat was $3.07 per aere, and the average
net profit of the American farmer engaged in the production of
corn was $815 per aecre. The above averages do not include
any allowaneces whatever for rent of land. These are given by
the department for the year 1909, but I do not believe that the
figures of 1911 or 1912 will materially vary from them. The
estimate of the average net profit of the American farmer en-
gaged in the production of cotton is not above $6 per acre. It
is often much less, but certainly never much larger. Now, is
' the American farmer who makes $3.07 on his acre of wheat, or
| $6 on his aere of cotton, or $8.15 on his acre of corn, to be taxed
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in order that other American farmers, infinitely smaller in num-
ber, shall be allowed to make $43.37 on an acre of beets? Such
a contention does not appeal to my sense of justice, nor do I
believe that it will ever be indorsed by the people of America,
if any party should have the temerity to present it.

As I have already stated, I firmly believe that sugar can be
put on the free list without a cent’s reduclion to the farmer
who raises sugar beets, if the beet-sugar factories will simply
be content to accept a fair and reasonable return on their actual
and legitimate investment; but in any event, I am unwilling to
tax all of the American people in order to give a few thousand
American farmers a better price for their sugar-beets.

Mr. Chairman, I next wish to invite your attention to a com-
parison between the cost of production of beet sugar in the
United States and in Germany. According to the findings of
the special committee on sugar, the average American cost of
production of refined beet sugar was 3.54 cents per pound,
against the German average cost of production of 2.415 cents
per pound. It must be rememberad, however, that the American
figures were given by witnesses who are interested in making
the cost of production here appear as high as posgible, so as to
give greater foree to their demand for continued protection; and
it is worthy of note that, according to their own admissions,
the Spreckels Sugar Co., of Californla, is preducing beet sugar
at 2.71 cents per pound, and the Oxnard factory of the American
Beet Sugar Co. at 281 cents per pound, and according to the
testimony of Mr, Coombs, of Colorado, the Great Western is
producing it at 2.59 cents per pound. I quite firmly believe
that the best equipped and most favorably located of our beet-
sugar factories are to-day producing beet sugar at nearly if
not quite as low a cost as their European competitors and that
they can stand alone against Germany without any tariff pro-
tection whatever, pay the farmer the present price for his beets,
and make a fair and reasonable profit on their actual invest-
ments, although I think it quite probable that without tariff aid
they will find it difficult, if not impossible, to continue to pay
huge dividends on excessively watered stock.

1 call the attention of the committee to the fact that in
1910 the export price of granulated sugar at Hamburg (first
marks) was 3.21 cents per pound. Add 0.12 cent per pound for
freight to New York and 0.18 cent per pound for difference in
grade, and this makes a price of 3% cents per pound, which
the American beet-sugar factories would have to meet at the
Atlantie coast. When the freight rate of 0.38 cent per pound
from New York to Missouri River points, which are the princi-
pal competitive points, is added, then this makes a price of 3.88
cents per pound, which the beet-sugar factories must meet in
Missouri River territory. In addition to this, it must be remem-
bered that the freight rate from New York to Michigan, Colo-
rado, Utah, Idaho, California, Minnesota, Ohio, and Iowa points
is much greater in all instances than 0.38 cent per pound and
that German sugar could not get into the home territory of the
beet-sugar factories under 4 cents per pound.

It is thus evident that almost every beet factory that is
willing to take a reasonable profit on honest capitalization can
live under free sugar and do fairly well at that.

Mr. HOWELL. While there is that margin, do you suppose
that the German producer is going to sell his sugar at the bare
cost of manufacture any more than the Americans?

Mr. HARDWICK. No; the cheapest price, exclusive of duty,
at which German beet sugar got into New York in the year 1910
was 3.5 cents per pound, and the cheapest price at which it
could have gotten into Missouri territory was 3.88 cents per
pound.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes.

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman has said that the average
German cost is about 11 cents less than the Ameriean cost?

Mr. HARDWICK. I have given the committee the figures.

Mr. MONDELL. Can the gentleman, on the face of that, con-
tend that the American can live at that rate?

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield further on
that point, as I have already shown the committee how he can
live and do fairly well at that if he will only be content to take
a reasonable profit on the capital really invested in his business.
I earnestly contend that he will get along if he will do that,
and I earnestly contend that the Congress of the United States
ought to require him to do that for the benefit of the American
consumer. I will now yield to the gentleman from Utah.

Mr, HOWELIL. Mr, Chairman, I want the gentleman to state
what are the freight charges from the factories of Utah, Colo-
rado, and California to the Missouri River points.

Mr. HARDWICK. From Michigan it is 38 cents per hundred
pounds, or the same as the rate from New York; from Colorado
it is 25 cents per hundred pounds; from Utah it is 50 cents per
hundred pounds, as I understand and remember the figures.

Now, as I have already stated, there is a large scope of terri-
tory where imported sugar could not come at all without pay-
ing a freight rate of 78 to 80 cents per hundred pounds. It
would cost them at least that to get into Colorado, and pos-
sibly more to get into Utah. They could not get into California
unless they absorbed an even greater freight rate, unless the
operation of the Panama Canal should make a difference.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is contended for the beet-sugar people
that they have been philanthropists and public benefactors in
more than one respect. They contend, and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpXEY] has made an elaborate effort to sus-
tain that contention, that they are responsible for the decline
from the high price which sugar touched during September,
1911. Such is not the case, in my judgment, nor does the testi-
mony taken before the committee on sugar substantiate the con-
tention. That the beet-sugar factories would have taken a
lower price than the prevailing and current market price is too
ridienulous a contention to merit serious argument. I believe it
is almost, if not gquite universally, true that the seller of an
article gets the highest possible price therefor. I am sure that
this is true of the producer of cotton, corn, and swheat, and
everything else that I know anything about, and I am sure
that it is equally true in the manufacturer of beet sugar. It is
quite true that they sold it at a lower price on some occasions,
but only when they had sold it in advance of the market and
before the rige in the market. Quotations for beet sugar f. o. b.
Hamburg fell 2 shillings and 9 pence between the high-water
mark in September and December 4, 1911, a reaction of 0.66
cent per pound; in the meantime, the American beet-sugar
factories sold their product in September for 6.5 cents per
pound, and on December 4 it declined to 5.9 cents per pound, a
reduction of 0.60 cent per pound. Over 500,000 tons of domesiic
sugar had begun to come on the market in July—before the
sharp advance—and was in no way responsible for the decline
in the price of sugar which came after the 1st of October, 1911.
It seems more reasonable to conclude that the 6,500,000 tons
produced in Europe and coming into the market about the
1st of October was responsible for that reaction in price. As
an indieation of what the American consumer may expect from
the American beet-sugar industry, let me call the attention of
the committee und of the country to a recent occurrence., About
the middle of February, in anticipation of higher prices, the
beet-sugar factories with one accord withdrew their product
from the market, although 25 per cent of their production was
then unsold. On February 20, 1912, Willett & Gray's Statistical
Trade Journal contains this statement: “The beet-sugar fac-
tories are still quoting 5.90 cents less 2 per cent, and thus prac-
tically withdrawn from the general market.” 7Yhen it is re-
membered that the cane refineries were then selling at 5.80
cents and that the beet-sugar factories suddenly withdrew from
the market, with one-fourth of their product unsold, in an
effort to force higher prices, although the price was then nearly
2} cents per pound above the figure that they had themselves
fixed as their cost of production, their philanthropy and publie-
spirited generosity to the consuming public will be well under-
stood and properly appreciated.

Now, let me refer to just one other proof that these highly
protected beet-sugar factories are real “ philanthropists” and
sell sugar cheaper than the market price simply to benefit the
American consumer, They all admit that they add to the price
of every pound of sugar sold at their factory doors the freight
rate from New York to that factory door, and so far as even
giving to the local consumers and their own neighbors the
benefits that should accrue from the location of these beet
factories among them, they simply say to their neighbors and
local consumers, “ If we were not here you would have to pay
the freight on your sugar from New York, so you must pay us
that freight rate, too, although the sugar we sell you never
travels a mile.”

Mr. HELGESEN. Mry. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman from Georgia yield
to the gentleman from North Dakota?

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes.

Mr. HELGESEN, As to the prices which the gentleman gave
as German prices, the Germans will not sell without a profit,
will they?

Mr. HARDWICK. No.

Mr. HELGESEN. Therefore the price of sugar landed in New
York from Germany must include a profit to the manufacturer?

Mr. HARDWICE. Yes; you can rely on the figures I have
given because they are the export prices in Hamburg.

Mr. HELGESEN. If they are export prices, they must be
the cost plus their profit?

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes; but even after meeting the trans-
portation charge they will have half a cent profit.

Mr. HOWELL. I did not understand it was so.
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Mr. HARDWICK. You will find it so when you examine the | $29,000,000 worth of sugar a year that can not be produced there
record. for less than 3% cents per pound, and in order to do so to force

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Georgia yield to
the gentleman from Iowa?

Mr. HARDWICK. Is the question right on this point?

Mr. GOOD. No; on the point the gentleman was just leaving.

Mr, HARDWICK. All right.

Mr. GOOD. I do not understand from the report whether
the average cost that the committee found in Germany was 2.41.
I thought the average cost was 324 ecents per pound. I would
like to ask whether that included the interest on the capital
and the depreciation? &

Mr. HARDWICK. I think it does in both cases.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. I do.

Mr. HAUGEN. The gentleman has given this subjeet a great
deal of investigation. I would like to ask him if he can inform
the House as to the number of tons of sugar beets reguired to
make a ton of sugar?

Mr. HARDWICK. About 250 pounds of sugar, I believe, are
made out of a ton of sugdr beets.

- Mr., HAUGEN. Can the gentleman give me information as
to what the eost is of manufacturing a ton of sugar, outside
of the sugar beet?

Mr. HARDWICE. Yes; I will attempt to do that later, if
I have the time.

Mr. MONDELL. I bhave just come in. Will the gentleman
ghow how the beet sugar of the West could bear compehtlon
with the cane sugar of foreign countries?

Mr. HARDWICK. 1 ean nof let the gentlemen take all of
my time. I think I have covered that. T am sure the gentle-
man will not think me discourteous when I say I have not the
time to yield to him further.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman show how beet sugar
can compete with cane sugar produced abroad at a cost of 1%
cents a pound?

Mr. HARDWICK. I regret that I am unable to go into that
question further just at this juncture. T am sorry the gentle-
man did not hear all of my argument.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am coming next to the eane-sugar situa-
tion. In the first place, let us inguire what amount of money is
invested in that industry in Louisiana. The interest in Texas is
relatively small and need not be considered, as the total invest-
ment in Texas does not materially increase the size of the in-
vestment in cane sugar in the South. Mr. John Dymeond, one of
the mest intelligent of the sugar planters of Louisiana, stated
before the special committee that he estimated the total invest-
ment in Louisiana, “ directly and indirectly,” to be from $150,-
000,000 to $175.000,000. We have, however, much more recent
and an even more authoritative estimate as to the nature, ex-
tent, and details of this investment. In the body of the reso-
Iution adopted by ecertain citizens and representative sugar
planters of Louisiana and Neéw Orleans at a public meeting held
in New OQOrleans, La., on February 12, 1912, the following state-
ment was made:

There is Invested in this great agrieultural industry in Louisiana
alone, to say nothing ef the other 17 or more su rprod Stﬁez.
ctories

in lands, wlth buildings and field improvements, $70, 000 000
35,000,000 ; in mules, $10,000,000 : in implements, §2 a)on—
tation rallrond equipment, §2,000, DOO making a to of $119 OO'D 21l
It will be observed that neither the $70,000,000 in lands nor
the $10,000,000 in mules can be fairly charged up as an invest-
ment in the sugar industry, for the reason that the land ecan be
used for other and doubtless equally as profitable crops, and the
mules can be used in cotton or in other fields as well as in the
sugar fields. Taking these two items, amounting to $50,000,000,
from the total of $119,000,000 given by the Louisiana planters,
it will be seen that the total investmment in the industry in
Lonisgiana is not placed at more than $39,000,000, even by the
people who are engaged in the industry. The sugar planters of
Louisiana, who appear to be most intelligent and courteous gen-
tlemen, appointed a committee to appear before the special com-
mittee of the House and to make a statement in behalf of the
sugar industry of Louisiann, These gentlemen fixed the cost of
producing a pounud- of 96-degree cane sugar in Louisiana at 3}
cents per pound. To-day the island of Java makes it at 13
cents a pound, Cuba at 1i% cents per pound, and the greatest
sngar experts in the world contend that the Philippines can do
better even than Cuba or Java with sufficient capital and modern
machinery. The world figure of the cost of producing a pound
of 96-degree cane sugar has already reached 13 cents per pound,
and it is gradudlly, if not rapidly, approaching 1 cent per potmd
Yet we are asked, in the name of a great southern industry, to
keep this tariff up so that we may produce in Louisiana about

the people of the United States to pay the difference—fully
$150,000,000 a year—in the cost of sugar.

I love my friends from Louisiana. I have the greatest respect
for them. I love Louisiana and glory in its history. I would
not willingly lay—though some of my Louisiana friends may
think otherwise—a hard hand upon one of their industries un-
less my conscience and sense of public duty compelled me to do
so0; but, gentlemen, the time will never come when I will vote
to protect a hothoused industry, whether that industry is In
Georgia or Louisiana. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It
is not right, and it costs the people too much.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr, Chairman, does the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes.

Mr. HOWELL. The gentleman has given a great deal of con-
sideration to the sugar question. I want-to ask him in this
connection if he believes beet sugar can be produced in competi-
tion with the figures which he has named for cane sugar?

Mr, HARDWICK. No.

Mr. HOWELL. One cent a pound?

Mr. HARDWICK. No. I will tell the gentleman right now
that I believe beet sugar is hothoused all over.the world. The
industry does not live anywhere on earth, either on this conti-
nent or in Europe, except where it is protected by high tariff
laws that unduly and unfairly burden the consumers of those
countries.

Mr. HOWELIL. Does the gentleman believe the beet-sugar
industry is a benefit to 4his country?

Mr. HARDWIOK. I believe a reduction of the price of sugar
will be a benefit to the men, women, and children who eat it. I
believe that it will be beneficial to the whole country. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HOWELL. Is there a civilized nation on the face of the
globe where beet sugar is produced that does not offer it some
encouragement?

Mr. HARDWICK. If every civilized mation on earth does
wrong, that is no reason why we should follow them. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HARDWICK. 1 yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANN. In the judgment of the gentleman, if all the
nations which now foster the beet-sugar industry should cease
to do so, and the world should become dependent upon the cane-
sugar industry, would those countries that now produce cane
sugar at a low rate be able to produce a sufficient amount of
sngar for the world's consumption at the low price?

Mr. HARDWICK., The best experts on earth say that in the
Philippine Islands alone enough sugar can be produced to supply
the wants of the civilized world, and at the lowest cost in the
world. They can make it now at 13 cents per pound, and, finally,
I believe, at 1 cent a pound. It is my judgment that we shounld
not stay out of a lunatic asylum if we continue to pay 4 cents
for making it over here.

Mr. MANN. If that be the case, does the gentleman believe
that this eountry should aid the Philippines financially so as to
develop the industry there, in order that the world may have
cheap sugar, as the gentleman desires?

Mr. HARDWICK. In the confusion I did not hear the con-
clusion of the gentleman's guestion.

Mr. MANN. If the Philippine Islands can produee sufficient
sugar for the world, provided they are given finanecial aid, does
the gentleman believe that we ought to furnish that financial
aid, so that the world may enjoy the benefit of cheap sugar
produced in the Philippine Islands?

Mr. HARDWICK. We have been doing a great deal for
them already, and under the policy inavgurated by the gentle-
man’s own party I suppose it will be difficult to get rid of them.
As they have already been such a source of burden, I would
have no objection to deriving some benefit from them, and we
will get that benefit, in-my judgment, without any governmental
aid whatever, as soon as the capital of the world begins to
understand the splendid advantages in the Philippine Islands
for the production of sugar.

Mr. FITZGERALD. In the establishment of the Philippine
Agrieultural Bank we did provide the means for financing these
operations,

Mr. MANN. But they have not been financed.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That is because they did not find it a
good proposition.

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
FirzeErarp] of course does not mean “ that sugar in the Philip-
pines is not a good proposition.” But, Mr. Chairman, following
still the line suggested by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Maxwx], I invite the attention of the committee to the fact that
besides the Philippines the United States has other and exceed-
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ingly rich sugar storehouses among her insular possessions
where cane sugar can be produced at an exceedingly low cost.
I refer to Hawaii, which imported into the United States about
500,000 tons in the year 1911, and to Porto Rico, which gave us
about 300,000 tons in the same year. Besides these two islands,
we have lying at our very door, connected with us by the closest
ties, geographical, strategic, sentimental, and political, the
island of Cuba, long termed by the Spaniards “ the sugar bowl
of the world.,” With sufficient capital, sound and progressive
business methods, with the latest and most improved machinery,
and with stable conditions, it is probable that Cuba alone can
produce all the sugar we consume, and produce it at a cost of
between 1 cent and 14 cents per pound.

The next question to which I wish to invite the attention of
the committee Is the question as to what extent the removal of
the duty on sugar will affect its price to the consumer.

At the outset of my discussion of this question I wish to in-
vite attention to the remarkable attitude in which the opponents
of this bill put themselves. In one breath they assert that the
removal of duty from sugar will ruin the producer by lowering
the price of his product, and in the next breath they assert that
the removal of the duty will not lower the price of sugar to

e consumer. If not, what harm can it do them and why do

ey oppose the bill?

I next invite your attention to the table of sugar prices that
is printed on page 6 of the report by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee on this bill.

Comparison of export price of sugar at Hamburg and wholesale price of
same at New York, 1900 to 1911
[Cents per pound.]

Raw sugar. Granulated sugar,
Difference Difference
Whole- betwa:'tn Whol . rt
0] ole-| expo
Year. Export| Vo1 ]fg: at Emrt sale }fgr_;“ Ary
ﬁ e Eﬂm amburg | FPC® | price burg
burg, ew |and whole- burg. ew |and whole-
York. | salé ;:rlce York. | sale ;:rlce
8l 8
New York. New York.
-
4.56 2.32 2.64 5.32 2.68
4.04 2.16 229 5.05 2.76
3.54 211 179 4.45 2. 66
3.72 191 2.11 4.63 2.52
3.97 183 2.55 4.77 222
427 1.72 3.00 5.25 2.25
3.68 1.81 2.31 4.51 2.20
3.75 1.70 2.40 4.65 2.25
4.07 1.78 2.63 4.95 2.32
4.00 165 2.78 4.76 198
4.18 - 144 3.22 4.07 175
4.45 1.63 3.20 5.34 2.14
4.02 1.84 2.58 4.89 2.32

The figures contained in the above report can mnot be ques-
tioned. They are taken from the statements, before the special
committee, of Mr. E. F. Adkins, vice president of the American
Sugar Refining Co., and of Mr. Truman G. Palmer, secretary
of an association of American beet-sugar factories. The figures
presenfed by these gentlemen are from authoritative and un-
questioned sources—the records of the standard trades journals
of the sugar industry. They show that during the 12 years for
which the figures are given the average difference between the
export price of raw sugar at Hamburg and the New York
wholesale price of raw sugar averaged 1.84 cents per pound,
whereas the tariff on raw sugar was 1.685 cents per pound, and
the insurance and freight from Hamburg to New York 1.2 cents
per pound, a total of 1.8035 cents per pound. They also show that
during this same period of years the average difference between
the export price of granulated sugar at Hamburg and the whole-
sale price of granulated sugar at New York was 2.32 cents per
pound, whereas the tariff during three-fourths of this period
was 1.95 cents per pound—and during the last three years 1.90
cents per pound—and the cost of insurance and freight from
JHamburg to New York 0.12 cent per pound, to which should
be added 0.18 cent per pound for difference in grade, making
a total of 2.25 cents per pound. In other words, the table
demonstrates conclusively that during the 12 years that it
covers the American consumer paid every penny of the duty
on sugar and could have bought his sugar almost 2 cents per
pound cheaper but for the existence of the tariff tax. Let me
call your attention to another specific proof that the consumer
pays every penny of this tax and that the removal of the tax
will cheapen the price of sugar by the amount of the tax.
When the sugar schedule of the McKinley bill went into opera-
tion, on-April 1, 1801, the effect of the removal of the duty

on sugar was made instantaneously apparent. Granulated was
quoted in New York on March 26, 1891, at 6} cents per pound,
and om April 2, 1891, the day after the tariff change went inte
effect, it fell from 6} to 4% cents per pound, and by May 14,
1891, it had fallen to 4% cents per pound.

In this connection I invite your attention to the tables fur-
nished the special committee by Mr. Wallace P. Willett, of
the firm of Willett & Gray, the greatest sugar statistician in
America, and one of the very greatest in the world. Mr.
Willett furnished the special committee with a number of tables
in proof of his statement to the committee that every one of
our tariff changes in sugar have been followed by a correspond-
ing change in the price of sugar to the American consumer. He
contended that, other conditions bel:g equal, such as crop
conditions and the world-wide law of supply and demand, that
any increase in duty necessarily increased the price of sugar
to the' consumer by the amount of such increase, and any de-
crease in duty, with the same qualification, necessarily de-
creased the price of sugar to the consumer. These tables will
be found on pages 3548 to 3552 of the hearings before the
special committee, and they show some very interesting facts,
For instance, Mr. Willett states that, comparing the three
years and three months preceding free sugar—January 1, 1888,
to April 1, 1891—with the three years and five months of free
sugar—April 1, 1891, to August 1, 1894 —the consumer paid
2.512 cents per pound less for his sugar in the last period of
time, when there was no duty, than in the first period, when
there was a duty of 2.24 cents per pound.

Next Mr. Willett shows, in Table No. 4, on page 3548 of the
hearings before the special committee, that the effect of the
imposition of the 40 per cent ad valorem dufy on sugar carried
in the Wilson bill, which he says was equivalent to a duty of
0.979 cent per pound, was to raise the price of refined sugar
0.834 cent per pound, and that the effect of the Dingley law of
1897, which still further increased the Wilson duty by 0.824
cent per pound, was to increase the price of sugar to the con-
sumer 0.586 cent per pound, and he accounts for the fact that
the price did not increase to the full extent of the increase in
duty, in these periods, by stating that it did not so include
“ because of the lower range of prices for raws, owing to over-
production of supplies.” Of course, Mr. Chairman, the commit-
tee will understand that as to sugar, and as to all other com-
modities, prices are affected by causes that are entirely inde-
pendent of changes in the tariff. For instance, in September,
1911, our price of sugar advanced about 2 cents per pound be-
cause of a reported, though possibly somewhat exaggerated,
report of more than a million tons shortage in the German beet
crop, and this advance occurred without any tariff change
whatever, but the point is that whatever change is made in the
price because of crop conditions, and in obedience to the law
of supply and demand, we pay the tariff tax just the same,
whether the erop is short and price rises or whether the crop
is long and the price falls. In other words, while sugar went
up 2 cents a pound in September last, entirely independent of
the tariff, yet even then we would have gotten our sugar at 2
cents a pound cheaper than we did get it if it had not been
for the duty on sugar.

After analyzing the changes in our tariff laws on sugar to
which I have just referred, Mr. Willett summed up the situation
in the following striking and significant statement:

The chairman remarked (p, 3072, at bottom of page), “and the less
will be the worth of the sugar lost in refining.” ~All the analyses of
changing from duty to free sugar show that whenever duty is taken off
the cost of refining decreases and when duty is added the cost of re-
fining increases, but these analyses also show that whenever duty is
taken off the consumer gets the full benefit of the amount of duty taken
off and also a part of the lower cost of refining.

Mr. Henry C. Mott, buyer of raw sugar for the American
Sugar Refining Co., testified (Hearings, pp. 2451, 2452) that the
amount of duty is always charged to the consumer.

Mr. C. A. Spreckels, president of the Federal Sugar Refining
Co., testified (Hearings, pp. 2245, 2240G) that to place sugar on
the free list would reduce the price of sugar to the consumer—
by the amount of the duty, approximately 2 cents a pound.

Mr. Edwin F. Adkins, vice president of the American Sugar
Refining Co., testified (Hearings, p. 142) that if we reduce the
tariff on sugar the effect would be to reduce the price of re-
fined sugar—
practically by the amount of the reduction, always subject to the fluctu-
ations of supply and demand for raw sungar.

Mr. Frank C. Lowry, when asked the question (Hearings,
p. 1721) as to whether or not the removal of the duty on sugar
would guarantee to the consumer the full benefit of such re-
moval, replied:

Exactly, because then there would be no combination of dealers In
this country, because they would have to compete with the dealers in
other countries, and you can not get the dealers in the entire world
into a combination.
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Mr. Henry T. Oxnard, of the American Beet-Sugar Refining
Co., testified (Hearings, p. 406) that by admitting Hawaiian
and Philippine sugar free the advantage was given to the
Hawaiians and Filipinos rather than to anyone in the United
States, because the sugar people in Hawaii and the Philippines
had simply “increased their price just the amount of duty re-
moved,” and following that statement he had a very interesting
colloquy with the distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
ForpNeY], who preceded me in this debate, to which I wish to
invite special attention:

Mr. Forp¥eY. Would not Europe do that to-day if we were to take
the duty off of European sugar, and Coba?

Mr. Oxxarp. They would to a certaln extent; but they could not,
because they would be competing against the world.

Mr. ForbxEY. Suppose the duty was removed to the whole world.
Supgose we removed the duty on all imported sugar from all countries
of the world ; would they not take advantage of it?

Mr. Oxxarp. They would compete with the other countries.

8o, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me to be both demonstrated by
history and proven by the testimony, without conflict or dispute,
that the removal of duty will reduce the price of sugar by the
amount of the duty, and we present this bill to the American
people, to the overburdened American consumer, with the con-
fident hope that we have demonstrated the contention and that
the enactment of the bill into law will reduce the price of every
pound of sugar consumed in this country to the extent of about
2 cents.

Mr. Chairman, the remarkable contention is made on this
floor by men who ought to know better, and who could know
better if they took the trouble to inform themselves and to read
the testimony taken before the special committee, that the Ameri-
can Sngar Refining Co., commonly known as the Sugar Trust,
favers free sugar. The fact is precisely otherwise. It is true
that the Federal Sugar Refining Co. and Arbuckle Bros., the
former of which is the most active and independent competitor
of the trust, favor free sugar, but it is not true that the Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Co. also favors free sugar. On page 144
of the Hearings Mr. Edwin F. Adkins, vice president of the
American Sugar Refining Co., expressed himself as in favor of
the moderate reduction of the tariff and as opposed to an aboli-
tion of duties.

Me. Washington B. Thomas, president of the American Sugar
Refining Co., stated (Hearings, pp. 2036-2037) that some of the
directors of the trust favor a reduction of the duties on sugar,
others opposed any reduction, while none of them favored free
sugar.

It will be remembered also that when the Payne-Aldrich
tariff bill was enacted the American Sugar Refining Co. sent
to the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representa-
tives n statement signed by its secretary, Charles H. Heike,
earnestly protesting against any reduction in the duty on
sugar, and that is absolutely the last and official position that
the trust has taken in reference to this matter.

In testifying before the special committee, Mr. Charles H.
Heike called attention to the fact that he was “speaking as a
private citizen throughout and not as an officer of the Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Co.”; that he had had no connection with
the company since July, 1910. Mr. Heike frankly stated that
his personal opinion as a citizen was in favor of free sugar,
making the following statement on that subject:

Mr. Heike. Each com:tr{ should produce that which It can pro-
duce best. The beet-sugar industry can only sustain itself on a tariff
of nearly 100 per cent, and we should have no industry that can not
stand on Its own feet. A high tariff will do that. I remember a very
clever Congressman who remarked once that we might have orange
groves in New Hampshire If the duty was only high enough.

It must be remembered that this is the same man who
favored a retention of every cent of duty so long as he was
connected with the Sugar Trust, and filed the company’s state-
ment before the Ways and Means Committee in 1909, urging
the retention of duty on sugar. Nor can it be forgotten that
the famous architect of the Sugar Trust, Henry O. Havemeyer,
told the Industrial Commission, years ago, that the “ Tariff is
the mother of trusts.,” In view of the record, in view of what
the whole truth is, is it not simply remarkable that our Re-
publican friends stand here to-day shedding crocodile tears
over a wholly imaginary partnership between the Sugar Trust
and the Democratic Party? ;

It seems to me that the only parinership there is is between
the Sugar Trust and the Republican Party.

Mr. HINDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. Certainly.

Mr. HINDS. The gentleman spoke of this side of the Cham-
ber being in partnership with the Sugar Trust. In our colloquy
a few moments ago one specific instance was brought up
where it is true—that is, I suppose it is true; there are cir-
cumstances to indicate it—that a contribution to the Democratic
Party was returned. I did not wish at that time to go further
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because I wished to refresh my memory by consultation with
my colleague, Mr. Marey, who went over those books with me.
There is another instance where that account shows that in
the same campaign the Sugar Trust contributed both to the
Demoeratic and the Republican campaign funds.

rhfl‘..‘ HARDWICK. To what campaign does the gentleman
refer?
Mr. HINDS. I would ask the gentleman from New York

[Mr, Marpy] to answer that.

Mr. HARDWICK. I regret I have not the time to go more
fully into this matter. I did not see the books the gentleman
refers to. I took the gentleman’s statement about them. I
understood the gentleman to say, as I still understand the gen-
tleman to admit, that the check sent to the Demoecratic com-
mittee was returned. I will say, in justice to the gentleman
and his party, as I should have said during the previous
coliuquy_ between us, that had it been in any way involved in
the precise guestion then at issue that I do recall that Mr. John
B, Parsons, counsel for the Sugar Trust, did state that at
various times the Sugar Trust had made political contributions
to the several parties, but my recollection of Mr. Parsons's state-
ment was that he had limited it, so far as the Democratic
Party was concerned. to contributions made to Tammany Hall
at various times; but in reference to the check sent to the na-
tional committees of the two parties in the campaign of 1904,
there is no doubt that the check sent to the Democratic com-
mittee was returned. Not only that, I think the gentleman
will find that, if he will refresh his memory, the check was
never deposited in the bank and was not indorsed, but merely
had a hole in it where it appeared to have been stuck on the
file of some gentleman’s desk; that when those in charge of
the committee and responsible heard of the matter the check
was returned to the Sugar Trust.

Mr. MALBY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
moment there?

Mr. HARDWICK. I bhave not the time.

Mr. MALBY. I happen to have seen the check.

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman has already addressed
the committee and can no doubt get further time in order to
make any statement that he desires about the check or he can
put any statement that he likes about it in the Recorp. My
timtet is =0 limited that I ean not take up more of it with this
matter.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

]&{r. HARDWICK. I regret that I have not the time to yield
again.

Mr. MANN. I was not going to ask the gentleman a question,
but was going to ask unanimous consent that the gentleman who
was the chairman -of a special committee, which cost consider-
able money, might have a little more time so that he would not
be pressed at this time.

AMr. HARDWICK. I would be glad to yield to everybody if
I had the time. >

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleinan from Georgia may have 20 minutes after the
expiration of his hour.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman will
not press the request. I do not want to ask for it. I thank the
gentleman, of course, for his courtesy.

Mr. MANN. It cost a good deal of money to get the gentle-
man’'s information, and I think we ought to have it.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, the Louisiana
}c:}leople would like to ask a few questions if we could get some

me.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I made the request and I desire
that the Chair put it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Georgia be
extended 20 minutes., Is there objection?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, I understood the gentleman from Georgia to say that he
did not care to have his time extended.

Mr. HARDWICK. That is true.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, before I proceed to a
discussion of another branch of this question, I wish to insert
in the record, as a matier of simple justice to him, a letter
from a gentleman who has been previously assailed in this
debate by opponents of this bill, and who has been severely
criticized all over the country by the beneficiaries of the sugar
tax., It seems to me that these gentlemen think that it is per-
fectly proper for any gentleman to favor a retention of duties
for the “ protection” of the industry in which he is interested
and conduct as active and as aggressive a propaganda to save
his “ protection ” as he may desire, but that it is hardly short
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of a crime for anybody who speaks for the millions of American
consumers and urges a reduction of tariff burdens to conduct a
propaganda in support of that view. The gentleman to whom
I refer has, in my judgment, done a great work for the people
of the country by his aggressive and forceful advoeacy of the
removal of the duty on sugar, and while he has necessarily
earned the ill will of the protected interest, because of his
aggressive fight, he is undoubtedly entitled to the gratitude
and the good will of every American consumer who has a
grocery bill to pay. I refer to Mr. Frank C. Lowry, of New
York, sales agent for the Federal Sugar Refining Co., and sec-
retary of the Committee of Wholesale Grocers, and I invite
;.hle attention of the committee to the letter from him, which
ollows :

New Yomrkg, March 18, 1912,
Hon. THoMAS W. HARDWICK,
Chairman Special Committee on Investigation of
The American 8"}?” Refining Co., and others,
House of Representatives, "Waahmgiau, D,

My Dear Sin: Those opposed to any reduction in the tariff on
sugar have endeavored to besmirch the standing of the Committee
of Wholesale Grocers, of which I have served as secretary, because
I am also in charge of the sales t of the Federal Sugar
Refining Co., an independent refinery. There has at no time been
any mystery as to who I was or where I stood on this important
matter. Certainly 1 was very glad to have the opportunity to state
it clearly to your committee when I app before them last July.
The Wholesale Grocers' Committee was formed in 1909 for the pur-
pose, as stated on our letterheads, of * obtaining cheaper sugar for
consnmers through reduction of duties on raw and ned sugars."
I believed in the principle advocated, was instrumental in forming
this committee, and have served as its secretary, without any remu-
neration, direct or indirect, because the other members desired it
My name, and that of the other members of the committee, has ap-
peared on all our stationary. We have been particularly careful
about this, so that all might know exactly who was behind the move-
ment. Had there been any desire on my part, or that of the other
members of the committee, to conceal the ?nct that I was interested
in this: work, this would not have been dome.

With the exception of myself, all our members are actively engaged
in the wholesale grocery business. They are: Carl Schuster, Koenig &
E-‘-chu‘ster. New York City; W. F. Baker, Baker & Co., Winchester, Va.;
B. V. Persons, Patsone & Seoville Co., Evansville, Ind.; H. C. ﬁe%zﬂ
Dilworth Bros. & Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.; R. E. Collins, Collins & %
Birming[ham. Ala ; A. 8. Hammond, Monypeny Hammond Co., Colum
bus, Ohio; G. Thalheimer, Syracuse, N. Y.; Henry Baden, ng Baden
& Co., Independence, Eans.: F. J. Dessolr, R. C. Willlams & Co., New
York City; H. T. Gates, B. W. Gates & Co., itichmond, Va.; 1. B.
Small, the A, B. Small Co., Macon, Ga.; E. L. Woodward, E. L. Wood-
ward & Co., Norfolk, Va.; A. Blanton, A. Blanton Grocery Co., Marion,
N. C.; Jacob Zinsmeister, J. Zinsmeister & Bro.. Louisviile, Ky.;
A. Brinkley, A. Brinkley & Co., Norfolk, Va.; RE. H. Bentley, Bentley,
Shriver & Co., Baltimore, Md. ; John E. Talmadge, jr., Talmadge Bros.
& Co., Athens, Ga.: Isaac Horner, Henry Horner & do.. Chimﬁi 1. ;
Edward Cumpson, T. & I Cumpson, Buffalo, N. Y.: E. P. McKinney,
McKinney & Co., Binghamton, N. ¥.; H. Y. McCord, McCord-Stunart Co.,
Atlanta, Ga.; A. S. Webster, Webster Grocery Co., Danville, 11l

These gentlemen are from 14 different States, and the firms repre-
gented have a total rating of nearly $8,000,000.

In the work we have been doing we have had the cooperation of a
great many wholesale and retail grocery houses that are not members
of the committee, but who would glad to become members of It were
it desirable to have the number increased. Furthermore, T am fi
convineed that 90 per cent of the wholesale grocery trade of the country
is in sympathy with our efforts. The National Wholesale Grocers'

iation, as an organization, has not take any action regnrd:ln the
tariff on sugar, for the reason, as they have repeatedly stated, “ an
organization we do not deal with political questions of any kind.'"
They leave matters of this kind to be dealt with separately by the
various loeal organizations and individual members, and the petitions
now filed with the Ways and Means Committee show how thoroughly
this has been done might mention, however, that the National
Canners' Association, with a membership of over 3,000 firms, does not
feel this way about ft. but passed resolutions mvarfng a lower duty on
sugar, and have instructed the chairman of their committee on leglsla-
tion, Mr. Bert N. Fernald, to use his best efforts
reduction. The National ttlers' Protective Ass
a rl;i:'mm.r way, the only difference being that their resolution calls for
“ free sngar.’

Previous to the time this committee was formed, in 1909, the general
public knew little regarding the details of the sugar tariff, and all our
efforts have been along the lines of publishing the facts, feeling satis-
fled that if the people were informed what the tax was and its effect
they would demand end receive the relief from the excessive rate to
wh{‘;:h they are clearly entitled. As a result of our efforts thousands of

etitions asking for a reduction in the tariff on sugar have been sent to
F:nngressmm gigned by individuals, firms, corporations, 1i;mn civie
assoclations, etc. Throvgh these the signers have spoken for themselves
and others whe are in sympathy with the movement. These are the

eople who will hold their Congressman responsible for what he does or
goes not do to secure & lower tax rate on sugar.

To distribute this information, besides l':.ﬂ;:iring effort on the Bu't of
this committee, re?luired funds, and the Federal Sugar Reflning Co. has
helped us financially. Investigation bgﬂo{our committee disclosed that
the Federal Sugar Refining Co. was a utely tndependzné having no
affiliation, directly or indirectly, with the Su?lr t. onsequently
their interest in the lower duties is identical with that of the consumer,
A lower tariff rate will reduce the price of sugar, resulting In an in-
creased consumption, so that a larger business can be done at a
reduced expense. B % ks - ol

The American Su Refining Co. is clearly on record as desiring no
change in tbe reses:f tariff, as reference to the Payne-Aldrich tariff
hearings of 1900, pages 3430-3440, will disclose a letter and a brief
filed by them, urging that the present tariff rate be maintained. Thus
the line is clearly established with consumers, manufacturers, dealers,
and independent refiners desiring lower duties, and o:tl‘%osed to this is
the Sugar Trust and their allles, the domestic sugar producers.

"

As this committee think it should be clearly stated exactly who we
are and also that the work we have done has been bhecause we belleve
in the prineiples advoecated, and for no other reason, we would appre-
ciate if you can arrange to have this printed in the REcorb.

ery respectfully, yours,
Fraxx C. Lowry, Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, I next wish to invite the attention of the
committee to the enormous expense to which the consumers of
the United States have been put in order to make an unsuccessful
attempt to produce our own sugar in this country, and the
enormous burden we have placed upon American consumption
3“ s{gger to support and protect a relatively unimportant in-

1 i

Granulated sugar is to-day quoted at wholesale in New York
at 5.90 cents per pound. Mr. Palmer, secretary of the Beet
Sugar Association, has shown from the figures for a number
of years that the retail price in the United States has averaged
0.88 cent per pound above the New York wholesale price. This
would make the present average retail price in the United
States 6.78 cents per pound, or $151.87 per long ton. The
consumption of the United States for 1912, as estimated by Wil-
lett & Gray, is three and a half million long tons. Multiply
$151.87 by three and a half million tons and you have the
enormous sum of $531,545,000 as the Nation’s sugar bill for the
year 1912, if the present high price of sugar is maintained.
Multiply the consumption of three and a half million tons by
the duty of $42.76 per ton (190 cents per pound) and you
have $149,660,000—the saving that this bill would make to the
American consumer in the year 1912 alone. .

Again, to look at it from another angle, from 1807 to 1911,
inclusive, the total consumption of refined sugar in the United
States was 39,770,423 long tons. The duty of 1.90 cents per
pound, or $42.76 per ton, has been added during all these years
to the price of every pound of sugar we have consumed,
whether it was produced at home, in our insular possessions, or
in any foreign land. This represents an addition of more than
$1,700,000,000 to the sugar bill of the country within the last
15 years, since the passage of the Dingley bill. It is even a few
millions over that, because .in all those years, except the
last two, the duty has been 1.95 cents per pound instead of 1.90.
Against this stupendous addition te the Nation’s sugar bill,
contrast the relatively small amounts invested in the industry in
the United States, about $60,000,000 in beet sugar and about
$39,000,000 in cane, less than $100,000,000 in both. So that, to
weigh the burden for the last 15 years only, in order to protect
an industry in whieh about $99,000,000 is invested, we have
added 17 times as much as the total investment in that industry
to the sugar bill of the country.

No wonder that this once appalled even our Republican
friends of the protection faith and order, so that in 1800 the
Republican Party proposed to pension off the sugar producers
with a bounty. Neo wonder that the Democrats of the country
are no longer willing to stand it and to-day repudiate the
whole thing, bounty and all. Highly as we respect our friends
from Louisiana and Colorado, much as we love them, we find
their sugar industry entirely too costly an investment for the
people of the country.

Upon this subject let me quote from two eminent authorities:

Mr. William Bayard Cutting, one of the first in this country to en-

e in the production of beet sugar, stated “ That the beet- r
industry is profitable under conditions of absolutely free trade, and that
the United States, heing an agricultural country, the Industry has
nothing to fear even from the annexation of Cuba.

Prof. F. W. Tnm!%mﬁenry Lee professor of economles at Harvard
University, In the Fel ry, 1912, e of the Quarterly Journal of
Eeconomlics, says, rexardél:g the beet-sugar industry: “ If protection to

oung industries was n it has been given. The initial stages of

grh.l and unfamiliarity are oerta[nl¥ passed. The Industry in the
far West has certainly passed the infant stage. Its difficulties in the
farming region [t)lll'ope:: geem to be doe to the competition of the other
kinds of agriculture, which under the typical American conditions are
more profitable. If this kind of agriculture needs protection, and if the
famil n growing, cattle fatteninlﬁ and dairying of the coro-
wheat belt do not, the explanation is still to be found the principle
of eomparative cost.”

Mr. Chairman, just a word in reference to the contention ad-
vanced by my friend from Michigan [Mr. ForpxeY] that the re-
moval of the duty on sugar will be in violation of the reciproeal
trade agreement of 1903 with the Republic of Cuba. I deny abso-
lutely the soundness of that contention. Neither the Fifty-
eighth Congress nor the then President of the United States
had the power, or assumed to exercise the power, to make an
agreement with the Republic of Cuba that future Congresses
would continue to levy a duty on sugar. The agreement was
simply to the effect that as long as we levy a duty on sugar
Cuba should have a 20 per cent reduction on the same. -As T
have already shown, of this 20 per cent Cuban sugar planters
get but one-fourth anyway, and it seems to me that the larger
and better market that this country will afford them under
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free sugar will more than compensate for the slight advantage
that Cuban reciprocity has conferred upon them.

Mr. Chairman, in concluding my remarks, I wish to say that
the proposition that the Democratic Party presents to-day is
neither new nor novel in this body. In the last Democratie
House that ever sat in this Chamber before the present one
the Wilson bill left that door, on its way across this Capitol,
with free sugar written in it. It was in the Senate of the
United States that the will of the people was defeated and the
American consumer denied the relief to which he was so justly

entitled.
Mr, Chairman, did not all the Repub-

Mr. WARBURTON.
licans vote for that?

Mr. HARDWICK. Not in 1894. * They voted against it then,
but I want to read you some arguments that were delivered on
this floor and elsewhere for free sugar in 1890, and one or two
in more recent years. I read first from the speech of William
MecKinley, delivered on this floor on May 20, 1830, when that
distinguished gentleman presented the McKinley bill.

1 would have preferred, Mr, Chairman, if the article of sugar could
have been left in the tarilf schedule upon the dutiable list. is, how-
ever, was not practicable in the presence of an almost universal sentl-
ment in favor of the removal of the entire duties upon this article of
universal family use.

I want to read you from the speech of the Hon. Nelson Ding-
ley, of Maine, delivered on this floor on May 10, 1890:

The duty collected on sugar and molasses the last fiscal year was
$55,075 610, or nearly 2 cents per pound. Adding to this the Increased
cost of 275,000,000 Eounds of sugar produced In this country, equiva-
lent to the duty of 2 cents per und, and the (htl-{ imposed on these
articles was practieally a tax of $63,500,000, or $1 per head, on the
people of this country.

Inasmuch as thereé i8 scarcely another article of common use not
now on the free list which ean not be promptly produced or made here
nearly or substantially to the extent of our wants, the transfer of
sugar and molasses to the free list will afford conspicuous relief to
the people of this country.

I next read you from a speech of the distinguished gentleman
who has had a long and illustrious career in this House, and
who still sits in this Chamber on the Republican side. I refer
to the Hon. Josepa G. CANNON, of Illinois, who on May 20, 1890,
said:

Mr. Chairman, the placing of sugar on the free 1ist will relieve each
inhabitant, rich and poor, of §1 per annum of tax, and at least 50 cents
of extortion levied by the sugar refiners.

The gentleman from California asks, WI:.T ?ve a bounty to the pro-
ducers of sugar in the United States? Well, answer my friend, I am
not anxious to give a bounty if you do not want it. My prinelpal anx-
fety is to place sugar on the free list and relieve the people from this
great burden of taxation.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARDWICK. With pleasure.

Mr. CANNON. I have no time. I presume I shall have none;
but I want to say to the gentleman——

Mr. HARDWICK. I will ask the gentleman to please ask his
question.

Mr. CANNON. I will put it in the form of a question.

Mr. HARDWICK. I have only two or three minutes.

Mr. CANNON. I shall ask to have the gentleman’s time ex-
tended.

Mr. HARDWICK. But that will not be allowed.

Mr. CANNON. O, I think they will allow it. That was a
condition when we were getting over $100,000,000 of surplus,
The gentleman does not state that.

Now, the whole truth is the whole truth.
giving 2 cents bounty——

Mr, HARDWICK. You said you did not care anything about
that at all.

Mr. CANNON. And every Democrat, substantially, except
Lounisiana Democrats, if I recollect, voted against free sugar.

Mr. HARDWICK, We have gotten better and you have
gotten worse, then, That is all there is to it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will call your attention again to the
remarks of a gentleman, once a distingunished Member of another
body, made in this Capitol on June 8§, 1904. He snid:

If 1 had my way I would strlke from this bill every vestige which
provides a duty on sugar. .

The gentleman who uttered that Democratic sentiment was
the late distinguished Senator from Iowa, Mr. Allison. This
same Republican Senator also stated, on July 11, 1897, “ what-
ever duty we place on sugar must, in the very nature of things,
be added to the price.”

Another distinguished gentleman, long a leader in another
legislative body, said in this Capitol on June 5, 1804 :

They have signalized that friendship to-day b ilolnin their Demo-
eratie allies in forcing opon the people of the United Sgl;ates this un-

ustifiable, indefensible, and infamous sugar tax. I said this tax was
nfamons and If I could employ any stronger word than that I should
be glad to do so.

We passed a law

The gentleman who uttered that sentiment was Senator Nel-
son W. Aldrich, of Rhode Island.

And yet Republicans say to-day that this bill presents a rad-
ical proposition and denounce the Demoecratic Party for at-
tempting to destroy a great industry. These gentlemen are
forgetful now, as always, of the great masses of the people, of
the American consumer, and assert that the American consumer
is not entitled to this relief, although the cost of living mounts
higher and higher under Republican rule.

Mr. Chairman, it is my deliberate judgment that the one
great reason why we have this Demoeratic House is because the
American people are determined to reduce the cost of living
so far as same can be reduced through tariff legislation, and I
firmly believe that in presenting this bill for free sugar the
Democrctic Party is responsive to the will of the vast majority
of American people and plants itself on impregnable ground
when it asserts that it is unwilling to continue this burdensome
tax on one of the great food necessities of life. [Loud ap-
plause.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 55 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps]. [Applause.]

Mr. HINDS. Mr. Chairman, under ordinary circumstances 1
would not take part in this debate on a subject which belongs
s0 exclusively to the Ways and Means Committee, but this
House honored me last summer with a place on the committee
for investigating the American Sugar Refining Co., and I feel
under obligations to lay before the Members such conclusions as
I may have reached in the course of that inquiry and such facts
as may be pertinent to this discussion.

The Ways and Means Committee have not given to us any
testimony or any conclusions based on any investigation of
their own. But the conclusions which they have given are based
on the investigation made by our committee. Now, to the can-
dor, industry, and fairness of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Harpwick], who presided over the investigation then under-
taken, and of the Members associated with him, I pay every
tribute of respect. But, in spite of that, the fact still remains
that our committee was not instructed or expected to examine
the question of the {ariff on sugar, and such examination as was
made by it on that subject was wholly incidental, imperfect,
and inadequate. Perhaps the most striking proof of that fact
is that our deductions as to the cost of the beet sugar in Ger-
many and in the United States, showing over a cent difference
in the cost of production, are antagonized by the distinguished
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, who gives reason-
ings of his own to indicate that the difference can not be of
such harmful extent as those figures would indicate.

TARIFF DOARD INQUIRY NEEDED.

There is only one inquiry adequate to a subject so vast as
this, and that would have to be made either by an examination
longer than any committee of this House would be able to give
or by an examination by a fariff board unencumbered by the
general legislative duties resting upon members of committees
here [applause], an examination that could be conducted with
business thoroughness into the books of the companies and into
the cost of production. Thal alone can give us the definite
information neéded for a subject so vast as this.

Do gentlemen realize how extensive this subject is and
what a wide range it covers? The labor question alone con-
cerns the toil of brown men under the suns of Java, of black
men in the canebrakes of Louisiana, of white farmers in Michi-
gan and Utah, of light-haired Norsemen who till the beet fields
of Sweden on the extreme northern frontier of the Temperate
Zone. Any determination of what may be done by this coun-
try must go into that great question of labor.

THE EUROPEAN SYNDICATE. s

Any determination of what must be done by this country
must also go into the question of the confrol of sugar produc-
tion in Europe. Sugar on the Continent of Europe is not pro-
duced under the laws of trade as we understand them as to
other commodities, and as we understand them as fto sugar on
this continent. There exists a great international syndicate
which presides over the sugar industry as a board of directors
might preside over a corporation, with a minuteness that often
goes to the control of the supply of sugar that may come upon
the European market. That great international combination
grew up not on the initiative of the protectionist countries of
the Continent, but on the suggestion of the one great free-trade
nation of the world—England. It grew up at her suggestion,
and is maintained with her concurrence, because the conditions
of the sugar market are so abnormal that even she could not
stand, with all her free-trade ideas, the cheapness of the sugar
that was forced on her until it disarranged her industrial

system.
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Go beyond the syndicated nations of the Continent of Europe,
and you come to Russia, which is outside the ecircle of the
Brussels conference. We have made no investigation of the
capacity of Russia or what she may do. And yet this bill be-
fore us fo-day, by repealing, or, perhaps, a better word would
be avoiding, the countervailing duty established in section T
of the existing tariff law, as it certainly seems to do, opens
our market to the bounty-fed sugar of Europe, which is ex-
ported to countries that will receive it with a preminm paid to
the exporter. We have not investigated that subject.

But the effect of bounty-fed sugar is notoriously so disastrous
that no great civilized country is allowing it in its markets ex-
cept in limited amounts, and even free-trade England is in-
cluded in the list. Yet by this bill we would turn the bounty-fed
sugar of Russia and Argentina onto the markets of the United
States, in competition with the cane growers of Louisiana and
the beet-sugar producers of the West.

PRICE OF BUGAR WOULD BE INCREASED.

We are opposed to this bill to-day; first, because there has
been no adequate examination of a question so important; and,
secondly, because we believe the facts of the situation show in-
disputably that the effects of the bill will not be to reduce the
price of sugar to the consumer for any great length of time, but
to increase it. We are opposed to it not only because it will in-
crease the price to the consumer ultimately, but because it will
prostrate the domestic sugar industry of Continental United
States and the industries of those dependencies which within a
few years have been united to us, Porto Rico, the Philippines,
and Hawaii, and will disorder the finances and economic condi-
tion of that young Nation of which we are the guardian—Cuba.

THOSE WHO ADVISE CHANGES OF DUTIES.

I have said that our inquiry was not intended to cover the
tariff guestion and from this point of yview was inadequate.
Many people came before us, but they represented the “ inter-
ests” almost entirely. The managers of the great company
called the trust, the other refiners of cane sugar, the manu-
facturers of beet sugar, the owners of cane plantations in
Louisiana and Cuba, the farmers who raise beets in the West,
all came and stated the case from their point of view. I do
not think they intended to misrepresent, but no one could ex-
pect of them abfolute fairness of perspective. The “ ultimate”
consumer did not come. He is too busy with his daily vocation
to study so complex a problem. He seemed to have arrived
one day when a gentleman appeared who drew a golden picture
of the wealth coming to the consumer from the removal of the
sugar duty. But we found, when we examined him under oath,
that he was the agent of a great refinery, capitalized at
$10,000,000, and that the refinery was financing the literary
portion of the movement in favor of this bill. Out of all these
conflicting conditions it is very difficult to reach a conclusion
as to the real interests of the absent consumer,

A GREAT INDUSTRIAL COXNTEST.

While the inquiry made by our investigating committee was
entirely inadequate as to the tariff question, it did show certain
great basic conditions which we must take into account. It
seems that the first and most important of those basic condi-
tions is that there is existing at this time a great contest be-
tween two branches of the sugar industry, the cane refiners
of the seaboard and the beet-sugar producers of the interior.
When I speak of the cane refiners of the seaboard I am speak-
ing almost entirely of the great American Sugar Refining Co.,
which is called the * trust.” With it are a few rivals, who, to
use an expresssion given by a wiiness before our committee,
go along “under the umbrella” of the “{irust” in the matter
of prices to the'consumer. This is probably true as to most,
if not all, of the independent refiners.

Now, I have stated that there is that condition of antagonism
between those two great branches of our sugar industry. I
think it is abundantly proved by our testimony. For instance,
on page 1158 of the testimony, Mr. Gilmore, representing the
sugar refiner Arbuckle, said of the beet-sugar industry that its
product came as far east as Massachusetts, and, to use his own
words, “ did a lot of damage” in the market.

That testimony proves that there is a real competition in the
sugar business, and that the cane refiners of the seaboard fear
the rivalry of the western industry. Mr, Gilmore further said:

When they—that is, the sellers of beet —come with hothouse
protection and invade my territory, I do not like it.

Mr. Jamison, of the same firm, on page 1195, said:

If there was no duty, I do not think the beet would be 80 pros-
Emus, and we would probably sell more sugar. It would enable us

TUN more con tly.

Mr. Jamison wished the duty entirely removed, but he was
willing torsay that he thought it ought to be removed by de-
grees, Against the reasonings of the gentleman from Georgia

[Mr. Hagpwick] that the removal of this duty will not tend
to kill out the beet-sugar industry in the West, I cite the
opinion of this practical business man, daily engaged in the
selling of sugar, who knows thoroughly what competition is
and what it does.

Mr. Atkins, of Boston, the vice president of the American
Sugar Refining Co., on pages 144, 145, and 173 of our hearings,
favored a reduction of the duty, and said that his company could
get along under free sugar, inasmuch as the advantage from the
present differential on refined sugar was of so little advantage
to the refiner that it was not worth discussing.

Mr. Thomas, on page 2033 of the testimony, shows that a cane
refinery that has no interest in the beet-sugar industry is in
favor of reducing the duty, and in so far as the American Sugar
Refining Co. was engaged in the cane-refining business—and
that is by far the greater part of its business—it was undoubt-
edly interested in the reduction of the tariff. I eall the atten-
tion of gentlemen——

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINDS. Yes.

Mr. STERLING. Who is Mr. Thomas?

Mr. HINDS. He is one of the directors of the American
Sugar Refining Co. He is a director and possibly an officer
otherwise.

I will call the attention of gentlemen here fo the fact that the
American Sugar Refining Co. holds about $15,000,000 of the
stock of the western beet-sugar companies. I will also eall at-
tention to the fact that this property swas acgquired under the
old domination of the company by militant monopolists. The
men who waged that campaign to control the beet-sugar indus-
iry have passed out of its management and no others of similar
purposes appear to succeed them. So far as I have been able
to discover from the testimony—and I think fhe testimony of
Mr. Atkins bears out this idea—they are anxious to get rid of
that entangling property as fast as they can.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Maine yield to
the gentleman from Kansas?

Mr. HINDS. Certainly.

Mr. MURDOCE. I would like to ask the gentleman what
per cent of the total is $15,000,0007 What per cent of the whole
sugar-beet capitalization is that $15,000,0007 .

Ar. HINDS. The $15,000,000 represents the book value, the
face value of the stock is considerably larger. I think it is
something like thirty-odd millions. That thirty-odd million, as
I understand it, would represent less than a half of the capital-
ization of the total beet-sugar industry.

Mr. MADDEN, The total capitalization is over $100,000,000,
is it not?

Mr. HINDS. I believe it is so stated.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
permit me to state it in this way——

Mr. HINDS. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I understand that the showing of
the trustized condition, so called, of the beet-sugar industry, is
arrived at from a consideration of the fact that the Sugar Trust
owns 41 per cent of the stock in those companies, which produced
54 per cent of the product.

Mr. HINDS. I think that is a fair statement.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. So that, as a matter of fact, the
Sugar Trust owns only 20 per cent of the entire sugar product.
I may say, further, that my congressional district contains
eight beet-sugar factories, and the Sugar Trust never owned a
dollar in any one of them or had any connection with them
whatever.

Mr. HINDS. TUndoubtedly the proportion of the beet-sugar
factories outside of the dominion of the trust is large—over one-
half—and is growing all the time, because the trust is disposing
of its beet-sugar property as fast as it can, apparently.

Mr. FORDNEY. It should not be understood that the amount
of stock that the American Sugar Refining Co. holds in the
subsidiary companies is more than one-half of the stock ef those
companies. It is not so. They do not own one-half of the
stock of any company, with the single exception of one concern,

Mr, HINDS. Is not the gentleman informed of the fact that
that has been disposed of since the Government suit came on?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not know. I knew the situation before
that.

Mr. HINDS. The United States Government is prosecuting
the American Sugar Refining Co. under the Sherman antitrust
law, and the ownership of stock in the beet-sugar factories is
one of the conditions on which a conviction would be likely to
be based. They can not dispose of all that property at once.
They will have to dispose of it by degrees, and I think the
testimony of Mr., Atkins indicates that that is the purpose of
his company.
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The two industries are naturally antagonistic. On any
scheme of economical production the beet-sugar indusiry should
not be connected with the cane-refining indusiry. They are
naturally opposed. On the Continent of Hurope the beet-sugar
industry has entirely driven out the cane-refining industry, and
there is a probability that if the cane refiners of this country
do not receive some such advantage as is contemplated in this
bill they will find a constant and growing competition with the
beet-sugar industry. Of course such competition, if not carried
to destructive extremes, is of advantage to the consumer.

Mr. J. M. C. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. HINDS. Surely.

Mr. J. M. C. SMITH The gentleman is on the Sugar Investi-
gating Committee, is he not?

Mr. HINDS. I was.

Mr. J. M, C. SMITH. Will the gentleman please give us his
reason for the rise in the price of sugar last year, if he is able
to say?

Mr. HINDS. I will get to that presently.

THE HOUSE SHOULD CONSIDER THE CONSUMER.

Now, it is not the business of this House to become the
champion or the partisan of either of those two branches of
industry. I do not quite agree with the sentence in the report
of the majority of the Committee on Ways and Means which
states that the cane refiners are to receive a superior or a more
jmportant consideration than any other branch of this indus-
try. We should not shape our legislation for the purpose of
favoring one or the other or even for ithe purpose of umpiring
the contest between them. We should look at but one thing,
and that is what legislatien by us, what impesition of condi-
tions by us, will result in the long run in enabling the Ameri-
can consumer to get his sugar at the least expenditure—I am
not going to say expenditure in dollars and cents, but I am go-
ing back to that older currency of humanity, that currency
which is the only real test of value, the effort put out by the
man who aeqguires the commodity by his labor. There are a
great multitude of consumers to be considered. But we must
not consider them entirely as consnmers. It is essential for
us to consider nearly every consumer—and in the case of the
great mass of consumers it is so—as a producer also, and on
his ability to get a fair return on what he produces depends
his ability te become a consumer. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

* That is the key to the whele question before us. What does
an American care if in the Empire of China he can be shaved
for a cent and a half, get his hair cut for twe cents, and his
shoulders rubbed and queue braided free in addition? [Laugh-
ter and applause.] It ameunts te nothing to a man on the soil
of America. The question here in all these things is, What is
the relation of the price to the money that you have in your
pocket and your oppertunities for replenishing the pocket? It
seems fo me that that guestion is at the foundation of this
discussion.

BUGAR BEALLY CHEAPER IN AMERICA THAX ELSEWHERE.

The sugar cost in this country is not the expense that eries
most loudly for attention. Anyone who cares to examine this
question for himself can readily see, from page 18 of the report
made by the sugar investigating committee (H. Rept. No. 331,
2d sess. 62d Cong.), that the American people get refined sugar
at wholesale—and the wholesale price is the real test in tariff
matters—cheaper in terms of money than the people of any
other great nation except England. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] I will insert as a part of my remarks the table
given in the report of the sugar investigating committee, giving
the wholesale prices of sugar in the five great nations and show-
ing that England’s price is 41 cents, approximately, and our
price is 4.97 cents wholesale. I give the wholesale prices, be-
cause it is not fair in a tariff discussion to bring in the local and
peculiar conditions that affect retail prices:

Year 1910, average quotations, net cash, in eents per pound.
WHOLESALE REFINED, TAX PAID.

England 4, 101
Germany 5.150
Austria 7.298
France ___ 6. 450
United States 4. 972

In the year 1910, the last available year, the American got
his sugar for an average price of about nine-tenths of a cent
more than the English consumer paid. Now, gentlemen will
say, why should not the American have the cheapest sugar?
I contend that he does have the cheapest sugar on earth when
all conditions are taken into account. In proving to you that
the American enjoys the cheapest sugar on earth, 1 want to call
your attention te a very interesting docnment (8. Doc. No. 88,
62d Cong., 1st sess.), containing a report put out by the Brit-

ish Board of Trade. They made an investigation of conditions
in this country and in England. It was part of a wide series
of investigations, undertaken to determine the economic eondi-
tion of England with reference to competitor nations, and that
investigation carries in every line of it evidence of its truth-
fulness. It shows that the average family of a laboring man
in America uses 5} pounds of sugar a week. You will have
glowing pictures painted to you of the total saving to the
American people on the sagar we consume. I submit to this
House that the only true criterion is the amount of sugar con-
sumed directly in the average family. This 5} pounds of sugar
a week is almost the same amount used by the English family.
The figures are based on actual inguiries conducted in many
cities. As a statement of the sugar situation as related to the
family it is far more reliable than deductions made from divid-
ing the total sugar production with the population of the
Nation. Much sugar is used in manufacturing, in tobacco, soda
water, candy, canned milk, and so forth; but in the problem
of saving to the ultimate consamer it is not necessary to con-
sider the sugar used in manufactures, unless we believe that
the tobacco man, the soda-water man, and the candy man will
pass along 4o the family the almost infinitesimal percentage
which ke may save on the plug of tobacco or the pound of

Taking, then, 5} pounds of sugar, the weekly portion of an
American family, how much does that sugar cost in the world's
oldest and truest currency, the labor of the father of the fam-
ily? The British Board of Trade has compared many kinds of
American labor with many kinds of Hnglish labor. I believe
it is the best and mest impartial comparison we have. On
pages 13 and 16 of the Senate document to which I have re-
ferred there is a comparison of wages and hours of labor. I
will take the wages of the hod carrier as fairly illustrative of
the difference between the two countries, because the hod ear-
rier applies natural labor and not machine-aided labor. This
comparison shows that the English hod earrier can earn the
week's supply of sugar for his family by working 108 minutes,
if he can buy at the wholesale prices cited by the Sngar Investi-
gating Committee, and the Ameriean hod carrier can earn the
week’s sugar for his family, buying also at wholesale prices,
in 45 minutes. [Applause en the Republican side.] That is,
the week's sugar costs the American laboerer 45 minutes and
costs the English laborer 108 minutes. [Applause.] I have
given wholesale prices becanse in a discussion it is not fair to
charge to the tariff the profit that the retailer may take.

Based on retail prices in the two countries, as found in the
board of trade investigation and at a different period of time,
the Englishman works 102 minutes for his sugar, the Ameﬂca.n
53 minutes.

I have examined carefully, and I believe the difference be-
tween the incomes of hod carriers in this country and England
is fairly expressive of the general difference in incomes, not
only as to laborers, buft as to professional men, clerks, and
other employees in general. Where the Englishman earns a
dollar the American earns $2.30.

A PENNY-WISE POLICY NOT DESIRABLE,

To take the duty off raw sugar is not to save the consumer
in price in the long run.

Mr. OLMSTED. If it will not interrupt the gentleman, I
should like fo ask him one guestion. Perhaps he can answer it.
That is, whether the price of sugar is cheaper or dearer in
this country to-day than it was during the short period when
we had no tariff whatever on sugar?

Mr. HINDS. I am coming to that in a moment. Bearing
continually in mind that our main object should be to give to
the consumer, the man with a family, the maximum sugar with
the minimum of labor cost, we must not in our legislation here
adopt a penurions and pound-foolish policy. I am going to
admit that theoretically gentlemen can show that this bill
ought to save the consumers a cent or a cent and a third on a
pound of sugar, but the whole history of sugar prices for the
last 40 years negatives the idea that this theoretical saving will
be an actual saving. The ultimate consumer is not concerned
directly with the prices of raw sugar abroad, with differentials,
or with parities. What concerns him is the concrete fact of
the price of sngar at the store where he buys it. As we can
not know the varying retail prices, our best guide in consulting
the consumer's interest is the wholesale price of refined sugar,
and the wholesale price of sugar in the last 40 years shows
with a conclusiveness not to be denied by any fair man that
something beside the tariff makes sugar cheap or dear to the
€ONSUImMET.

On page 44 of the testimony taken by the sugar investigating
committee are given the average wholesale prices for each year
from 1870 until 1909. What does this show?
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That from 1870 to 1882, and there was no change in the tariff
for those years, the price dropped from 13} cents a pound to 9%
cents, Something besides the tariff affected the price of sugar
in those years.

In 1883 the tariff was reduced by about half a cent a pound,
and in the next seven years on this basis sugar oscillated be-
tween 7.8 cents a pound and 6.2 cents a pound, entirely negativ-
ing the idea that the tariff was a primary factor in the price,
-because the oscillation of the sugar was several times the
change of tariff.

In 1890, from a tariff of.2.24 per pound, sugar became free,
with a bounty of 2 cents a pound to encourage domestic pro-
duction. Now, the effect of bounties has always been to reduce
the price of sugar below a fair market price, and it is not sur-
prising that the taking off of the duty and the adding of the
bounty, too, should have made a substantial reduction in the
price of sngar in 1890. I do not attempt to deny that a part
of that was due to the taking off of the tariff, because I do not
deny that such would be the immediate effect on the price of
sugar, It is on the long ran, of two, three, or four years, that
I am arguing here. The advocates of this bill will not fail to
point out that for the three years of free sugar the wholesale
price was lowered, and that is true; but it is a curious fact
that, when in 1894 an ad valorem duty of nearly a cent a pound
was put on, the consumer for the next three years got sugar
even cheaper than he got it under free sugar with a bounty.
Evidently then something besides the tariff interests the con-
sumer of sugar.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Harpwick] has quoted
Mr. Dingley, of Maine, as speaking in 1800 in favor of free
sugar. He did undoubtedly, if the gentleman so quotes him, but
I have no doubt that Mr. Dingley in 1897 remembered the effect
of putting on the 1 cent ad valorem duty in 1894, and that may
explain why, when he made the bill for which he was responsi-
ble, he did not give free sugar, but put on a tariff of nearly
one cent and three-quarters.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINDS. Certainly.

Mr. STERLING. Has the gentleman any figures to show
what effect the change in the tariff of 1800, the taking off of
the duty and adding the bounty——

Mr. HINDS. I just said that the price of sugar fell at that
time.

Mr. STERLING. That is not the question—then adding 1
cent a pound in 1894; will the gentleman state what effect it
had on the Ameriean production of sugar?

Mr. HINDS. I do not remember the effect on the American
production of sugar. I did not examine that in that connection.
Something happened, because sugar was cheaper.

In 1897 the Dingley law raised the duty on sugar to about
13 cents a pound, yet for the six years of the full Dingley
tariff the wholesale price of sugar ranged only a fifth of a cent
a pound over the average of the free-sugar years. Some great
force other than the tariff was evidently working on the price
of sugar.

In 1903 a 20 per cent reduction in Dingley rates was made
on sugars from Cuba, yet in the next six years the price to the
consumer was slightly higher than for the six years before
the duty was reduced. Some condition other than tariff rates
must have been operating on the price of sugar. °

In 1909 the Payne tariff law, without changing the raw-sugar
duty, reduced slightly the tariff on refined sugar, but last
September the wholesale price of refined sugar in New York
sonred to T} cents a pound, a price far above the average of
any year for the last 20 years. Evidently something besides
the tariff made that rise in price to the consumer.

THE SUGAR SUPPLY THE GREAT FACTOR.

That mysterious something that neutralized the tariff increase
of 1804, that sent sugar prices skyward last September without
any change of the duties, can be but one thing—the supply of
sugar.

The supply, not the particular tariff rate, is the great thing to
the consumer. And the real and important rises and falls in the
price of sugar are brought about by the supply. Last September
it was believed in Europe that the drought in the beet fields
would cause a shortage of a million tons of sugar. That short-
age sent sugar beyond the price levels of the last 20 years. The
crushing out of the beet industry of the West and the cane
industry of Louisiana would make a shortage of nearly a million
tons, and this shortage would be a more vital thing to the con-
sumer than any slight incerease because of a tariff.

. Of course, it is possible to demonstrate on a narrow view of
any given time that the taking off of 1% cents of duty on a
pound would make an immediate saving to the consumer,

It would be possible to demonstrate to the owner of any
orchard in the Nation that he could cheapen the price of his
apples for any given year by stopping his expenditure for the
chemicals that fertilize the trees. He might do it for a series
of years. But there is not an orchardist in the world who would
not drive out the mathematician who should propose such a
course of action, destructive of future supplies.

Our tariff on sugar preserves our domestic supply of sugar
and nearly 1,000,000 tons from our beet fields and Louisiana
is of vastly more benefit to the consumer than a theoretical
saving by a free-trade arrangement.

OUR OWN SUPPLY A CAUSE OF LOW PRICES,

If gentlemen will examine for a moment this question of sup-
ply they can not fail to see where the true interests of the con-
sumer lie. We use in the United States in a year three and
one-third million tons of sugar. Our supply for this year comes
chiefly from the following sources (Testimony, p. 3585), and is
estimated :

Tons.

American beet sugar 540, 000

Loulsiana cane sugar.: 300,
Texas cane sugar T 8,
Porto Rico cane sugar 350, 000
Hawall cane sugar 500, 000
Cuba cane sugar 1, 800, 000
Philippines cane sugar. 200, 000
Total 3, 698, 000

All this sugar is raised here or comes free into the United
States except that from Cuba, which pays 13 cents a pound
duty where other outside countries pay 13 cents.

Thus, with the encouragement which we have given to our
domestic industry and to Cuba we will produce our supply
within our own circle. We go abroad for very little sugar, so
-little that there is an internal "competition which forces the
Cuban planters to give to our consumers the tariff concession
which they would be glad to keep for themselves.

We have taken Porto Rico and Hawail into our national
family. We have raised the standard of their labor and living,
and they in turn have become great purchasers in our markets.
Now, we are proposing to turn them over to the free competi-
tion of Java, where a man gets 25 cents a day and a woman 12
cents. If we paralyze those islands, take away from Cuba the
preferential she now enjoys, at the same time extinguishing the
Louis!?ann and domestic-beet industry, where are we to turn for
sugar

i WHAT THE WORLD'S MARKET FOR SUGAR IS,

Why, we will turn to that great and indefinite refuge of
3ntiqtée economic theories, the world's market. On that we will

epend.

What is that world's market? It is a great international com-
bination of which we are not a part, and which is controlled by
a committee in which we have no membership. When sugar
soared skyward last September that committee might have
remedied the price by letting more sugar into the world's mar-
ket, but it did not do it then, although it has since taken action.
As we within our own ecircle did not quite supply ourselves, we
had to come nearly to their high prices. We were saved from
going entirely to their prices by our beet production. (Testi-
mony, p. 3581-3585.)

This branch of the subject is important enough for me to
read to you from the testimony before our committee of the
sugar expert who has been so often quoted in this debate, Mr.
Willett, of New York. He said that to a great extent the sugar
trade of the world is not free and open and clear, and is sub-
jf[e]ct to bounties and restrictions and conditions. He gives this
advice:

I say increase the Cuban, Porto Rican, Hawaliamn, Philippine, and
domestle cane-sugar Industry to a point above all requirements for
consumption, up to 500,000 toms, so that if Cuba should give out
some year and not produce much sugar we would still have enough for
our consumption. hen we would be independent of the world and
we wonld make our own price, That price will depend upon the compe-
tition between the different interests, between Cuba, Porto Rico, Hawali,
and the domestic beet and cane industry. They will be all working
to get our market and the consumer, then, will get the advantage.

THE MODERN SUPPLY AND ITS EFFECT ON PRICES.

What makes sugar so cheap in the world to-day is the great
modern supply of sugar. In the earliest times sugar cane was
the source of the world's sugar supply, and that cane supply
was subject to all the conditions of the hectie, fitful eivilizations
of tropical and oriental islands. In Europe sugar was, until the
beginning of the eighteenth century, a costly luxury and a
medicine. In 1319 the Lord Chamberlain of Scotland paid
about 40 cents a pound for sugar. In the middle of the eight-
eenth century Peter Faneuil, the great Boston merchant, was
paying about the same price. If we had walted for those

tropical islands to supply us with all of our sugar we would
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to-day be paying a price for sugar that would make the price
paid by the Lord Chamberlain of Scotland six or eight centuries
ago seem like a bargain-counter sacrifice. [Laughter.]

In 1840, near the middle of the nineteenth century, the world
used but 1,150,000 tons of sugar, hardly more than a third of
what the United States uses now in a year. It was nearly all
cane sugar, but beet sugar was then just coming forward in
Germany and France. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Harpwick] has argued to-day that because our domestic in-
dustry has been coming up so slowly, therefore, it is of no
account, and should be disregarded. Is he aware how long it
has taken to develop the beet-sugar industry, started in the
time of Napoleon? Even before 1840 it was doing little or
nothing in Germany. What developed it to its present position
was not entirely its status as a sugar-producing process. It
was the fact that the agriculturists of Germany, in their wise
plan to make agriculture as profitable as possible, in order
that they might stop the drift to the cities, hit upon the beet-
sugar industry as one of the greatest features of their agri-
cultural system; and I believe—and I think the facts will bear
me out—that the progress that the United States has made in
the production of beet sugar has not been so much due to the
Ameriean demand for sugar here as to the fact that our Agri-
cultural Department for a series of years conducted a campaign
of education to introduce that industry, not for the sugar we
would get, but for the advantage it would be to our agriculture.
[Applause on Republican gide.] Beet-sugar production is so
used in every one of those countries on the Continent of Europe
that are endeavoring to preserve the normal balance of their
civilization. The great- question to-day which is troubling
European countries and which does not trouble us, because our
rapid pioneer growth has obscured our vision as to what is
going on, is the great drift of the people from the country to
the cities. One of the most interesting studies in contempora-
neous statesmanship to-day is the effort that the nations of
Europe have made to stop that. As one instance, the little
nation of Denmark, which has had the greatest success, has
a law that any land once peasant land shall never be sold into
large allotments. Denmark to-day has a less proportion of her
people in the cities than any other nation. Interesting as that
subjectl is, however, I shall not further digress.

In 1840 beet sugar was coming into use in France and Ger-
many. In the 30 years following 1840 the world supply of
sugar had trebled, and nearly half of this increased amount was
beet sugar. To-day, after 40 years more, a little over half the
world’s supply is beet sugar. Its development has been most
rapid. In 1900 the cane fields of the world were producing a
little over three times as much sugar as they had been produc-
ing in 1840, or 60 years before; but the beet fields, with nearly
6,000,000 tons that year, were producing over a hundred times
as much sugar as they produced in 1840. In the last 10 years
the cane growers have awakened from their lethargy, and the
production of both cane and beet sugar has marched ahead with
surprising swiftness, until to-day it amounts for each kind to
over 8,000,000 tons a year, giving the world a total production
of almost 17,000,000 tons,

It is this great supply that makes sugar so cheap in these
modern times. Without the beet sugar, which supplies the
whole Continent of Europe and two-thirds of England’'s con-
sumption, the price of cane sugar would rise to a point un-
dreamed of by any person in this generation. In the United
States the consumption of sugar doubles in 20 years, and yet,
with this growing demand staring us in the face, this bill pro-
poses to strike down our portion of the beet-sugar industry, and
the report of the majority of the Ways and Means Committee
tells us demurely that the business of cane refining is the first
thing to be considered. In 1900 we produced 75,000 tons of beet
sugar in the United States. This year we produced 540,000 tons,

SMALL INCREASE OF SUGAR PRICES. =

What is the necessity of moving at once upon the sugar tariff
as a means of reducing the cost of living, when there is go much
to show us that we slmll increase it, that the supply of sugar
and not the tariff rate is what counts? I want to call your
attention to a recent comparison made by a great finaneial journal
of England as to the rise of prices in the eight years preceding
1910, a phenomenal and world-wide rise in prices, due in large
measure probably to the increased production of gold under
the stimulus of the new cyanide process, a proeess which last
vear resulted in trebling the amount of gold produced in a year
if we compare last year with 20 years ago. That index of prices
shows that in the last 8 years in this country sugar has risen
only § per cent in price. Beef has risen 31 per cent in price;
wheat, 38 per cent in price; potatoes, 88 per cent; butter,
41 per cent; pork, T4 per cent; corn, T7T per cent; and oats,

86 per cent. I will gay that those rises in prices of commodities
have gone on not only in this country, but in England and in
her free-trade market. They have not oscillated so violently,
because her standard is lower in prices for everything, but the
same distinetion between sugar and other commodities is shown
in the markets of England. I want to call attention now to the
fact that sugar, which has held its own level better than any
other commodity, is, at the same time, the commodity which is
produced and marketed under conditions that are further re-
moved from the laissez faire, or free-trade policy, than the con-
ditions surrounding the production of any other commodity of
similar nature,
CHEAP BUGAR NOT A PRODUCT OF FREE TRADE,

No other commodity is so surrounded by tariffs and restric-
tions as is sugar. Even free-trade England puts a tariff doty
on it. On the Continent of Hurope sugar is watched over and
guarded by all the devices criticized by the laissez faire school
and condemned by the platforms and historic policy of the Demo-
cratic Party. And yet in the world-wide and troublesome rise
of prices in the eight years preceding 1910 sugar in this market
only went up 8 per cent, while other similar commodities went
up from 31 to 74 per cent. There can be only one thing to ac-
count for it—that there is a better and moye constant supply of
sugar in the world than of the other commodities.

Now, I have assumed, as I have gone along, that this bill
wonld destroy our cane and beet industry. I have told you that
this bill avoids the countervailing clause of our tariff law. That
would result—— >

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining five
minutes of my time to the gentleman from Maine.

Mr., HINDS. This bill will let in the bounty-fed sugar of
Russia and Argentina. The sugar of Russia is not only bounty
fed, but it is absolutely controlled by the autocratic Russian
Government. They determine what sugar shall be produced,
what prices it shall be sold for; they provide that a surplus
shall be stored up; and they provide for the sending of that
surplus.to foreign markets. The Continent of Europe, free-trade
England, Germany, and other countries, have not permitted
more than 300,000 tons of Russian sugar to ceme upon their
market. This year they have lengthened that out temporarily
by 150,000 tons. This bill proposes to give to the Empire of
Russia, if T construe its effects aright, a free and open market
in the United-States for all the sugar that may be produced by
her partnership with the sugar factories and her control of the
industry under her ancient despotism.

I believe that this, in conjunction with general free trade,
would be sufficient in a few years to injure seriously the do-
mestic sugar industry in the United States and seriously inter-
fere with it in our colonial possessions. And I believe it because
when bounty-fed sugar came into the general market of Europe
it caused such destruction of the cane-sugar production of Eng-
land's colonies that she—the one free-trade mation of Europe
and not the protectionist nations—called a European council
to stop the bounty-fed sugar from coming to their market. And
yet what they can not stand we are proposing to turn against
our growing and prosperous industry.

THE LABROR QUESTION.

Another reason why we should foster the beet-sugar industry
is that it is a Temperate Zone industry with Temperate Zone
labor. The industry of cane refining contemplates in one branch
great tropical plantations tilled by many landless men working
under tropical eonditions for great proprietors, and in the other
branch huge refineries on our seaboard largely controlled by a
great trust. I have nothing against the cane refineries and
would not injure them, but do insist that we should have a
seientific inquiry by the Tariff Board before we do what they
want. We should not so act as 4o benefit them at the expense
of ecutting out the domestic sugar production, of which the
feature is less expensive, factories scattered in many places in-
stead of in a few great cities, with the accompanying organiza-
tion of many owners or tillers of small farms who work, live,
and consume the preoducts of other laborers after the manner
of the Temperate Zone.

We should keep both branches of industry, but if we must
choose between the plantations of Java and the farms of Amer-
ica, I would say, as the great poet of England said—

Better fifty years of Burope than a eycle of Cathay.

[Loud applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the REecorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CoNNELL].

. THE JOLLY TAXPAYER.

Mr. CONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to introduce to the
House an old and constant friend of mine, and indeed of all of
us. Not only is he constant, but his patience is superb, until
exhausted—whereupon he proceeded to do things which become
especinlly and pointedly interesting to Congressmen and others
in publie life.

This jolly old friend of ours is ubiquitous in the political life
of to-day in the United States, and, sir, when I heard a message
read in this House yesterday from the President of the United
States which convinced me that if the Chief Executive had ever
met this particular old chap he failed to consult him on the
subject of his message—the high cost of living, I was surprised,
for the President could have learned much from him. But even
the President shall not get by this friend of whom I speak, and
whose familiar figzure I could picture, had I the time, literally
skipping up and down these aisles, kicking his heels in glee as
he realized that something is to be done in the way of lifting
from the shoulders of the millions burdens which they should
never have been made to carry.

He may not be handsome, but the cares of life have multiplied
for him so that there is reason for his homespun appearance.
He may be less youthful than we should like to see him, but since
he has grown old in carrying the weight and paying the expenses
of a régime that coined his very blood and sweat that the
coffers of the * malefactors of great wealth” might be filled to
overflowing and that trusts might have the sinister power of
corrupting government and fostering unrest by the gospel of
greed, he may be pardoned his shoulder stoop and be tolerated
even for the whisker which scoffing cartoonists so love to
present with his pictures. This old friend of mine has kept
encug: of youth and agility to be jolly, and he always develops
a special brand of jollity as he sets sail for public men who have
deceived him and political parties that have robbed him in the
name of prosperity. Behold him as he trudges over the hills to
make himself felt in the election. See him as he makes. his way
to the grange meeting, or down the road to the village store,
there to find eut if possible why it always happened in late
years that he received the smallest share of the value produced
-by his labor. See him gladly paying his share of the cost of
great buildings in which his public servants may spend hours of
comfort, while he saws wood, perhaps in some.shed, through
the eracks of which the snow scampers with chilling regularity.
See him with his cattle, his horses, his harness, and his silo,
never complaining of hard worlk, never stopping between sun
and sun, and can you wonder that now that be has been awak-

ened to the fact that he has been the victim for years of a.

system that promised him relief only to increase his burden, he
is about to take a day off and do some political housecleaning,
which for thoroughness and industry has never been equaled?

I said he was ubiquitous, this old friend of mine, because you
meet him not only in the furrow and the meadow, but in the
city street, the tenement block, and on the wharves by the seas
and rivers. He spends his days in the sweatshop and his nights
dreaming of better days to come. You find him in the factory,
the diteh, the locomotive, and the airship. High up where men
ris= life, building for human comfort, and down where the miners
toil and suffer and die, you will find him. Yes, you will meet
this jolly friend taking from the clutch of the rocks the treas-
ures which yield only to labor, and you will even find him in
Congress in spirit, if not in person, especially through these days
of promise and of dawning hope, and this is his day, for his
name is “The Jolly Taxpayer.”

And who has a better right to be here than he? Has !'2 not
made our country possible? Go back through the years a:'d see
him in the days of war, and behold how bravely he fought in the
face of death, and where in history has the taxpayer of America
been equaled in days of peace? That any party of political
power should have been found in this land equal to deceiving
this old friend of us all is more than passing strange. But, sir,
he has discovered that he was being cheated. He saw his Repre-
sentatives in Congress pass bills for his relief—the free list that
would have lifted from his business the shackles of unneces-
sery taxation, the wool bill that would have made his clothing
cheaper and maintained the Treasury at the same time, but he
saw the bills vetoed in the interests of standpatters, which he
has come to recognize as the epitome of all of his economic
troubles. And now, sir, he stands at the door, he speaks on
the corner, he is heard in the country, and his voice goes up
from the metropolis, and everywhere he is saying, “ Take every
unnecessary burden from my table, make clothing cheaper,
strike from my implements the taxes by which great trusts are
strengthened, and woe betide the public man, the political party,

that shall attempt to strangle democracy in the household of
its friends, as was once done before.”

Mr. Chairman, I have introduced my old friend in this de-
bate because men in public life may as well begin now to get
used to the old fellow, for hereafter he intends to be around
when things are being done. It may be that he will ask strange
questions, and at times he may say some tart things, but, after
all that he has suffered and all that he has paid for the suffer-
ing, which has been his in so many varieties, he has a right to
be on hand when Congress is debating. It may also happen
that the jolly taxpayer may not see the fine threads in some of
the closely woven arguments in which defenders of spacial privi-
lege deal, but you may trust him to see the point of a situation
which came out to-day in this debate when the distinguished
gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps] essayed to enlighten the
distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] as to
where could be found in the journal of the Sugar Trust how on
the same day a check was given to the Republican national com-
mittee and a check to the Democratic commiftee, the statement
purporting to show with what exquisite impartiality the Sugar
Trust worked the political game. Especially would the jolly
taxpayer have caught the point when, just at that juneture, the
distinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Harbwick] re-
minded the gentleman from Maine that it would also be found
that the check given to the Democratic committee by the Sugar
Trust was sent back, while the check given to the Republican
committee by the Sugar Trust was spent to carry the election.

It is such things as this that have aroused the old man who
pays the shot and that have started him on the warpath for a
reduction in the cost of living. No use trying to sidetrack him
from that issue. He took up that trail when he swept the
Payne-Aldrich Congress into political oblivion, and he is fully
bent upon completing the reform by placing in the White House
a President who will know and honor the command of the
overburdened American public when he hears it.

There was a time when tariff champions appealed to the
masses of Americans in prophecies of calamity. They are still
at it, not realizing that their occupation, like that of Othello,
is gone. For instance, did anybody ever fancy such disaster
as a result of the will of the people as has been predicted by
standpatters in this Congress. I have often heard the prophets
of disaster in various parts of the country, but I did not dream
that Congress was the place where all the horrors of destruc-
tion were instituted and developed. If half of what we have
heard in this House of late be half true, I conjure up now vis-
ions of bats simply hovering and dodging arvound the sugar-beet
chimneys of Colorado, and the white frost of blight just wait-
ing to fall upon and freeze the business of Louisiana, just as
soon as the Democratic majority here shall have done that for
which the American people sent it here—relieve the tables of
the land from being victimized in taxation for the support of
special interests.

Believe me, Mr. Chairman, the taxpayer of America becomes
more jolly day by day instead of being frightened by this ever-
lasting cry of blue ruin, which men who ought to be equal to
statesmanship and to the common interests of over 90,000,000
people have been reveling in,

I am not unmindful of the fact that there are members of
this majority who live in sections that have grown used to hav-
ing Government, with its special power, aid their industries;
nor is the taxpayer unmindful of such a situation. He remem-
bers bow the Wilson bill emerged from the House, made as the
people intended it should be made, only to be protectionized and
therefore robbed of its power to help the masses, Never again
can that operation be repeated, for special privilege, long and
terrible as has been its reign, shall not longer be permitted to
stand in the way of that kind of progress which means cheaper
living and genuine revision of the tariff downward.

Then, what an awakening has there bean on the part of the
taxpayers in the matter of business. Time was when the cry
of the party in power was destruction of business in case the
electorate should venture to make a change in government; and
we have heard some dreadful roaring of business disaster in
this House as a consequenca of legislation in the interests of the
people, some gentlemen facetiously calling them the * peepill,”
when we have dared to mention those by whose commands we
are here.

Make no mistake, gentlemen; the taxpayer is no longer a
joke. He is a live wire in human business and governmental
capacity. He does not want to injure business, nor will he
permit any party to do harm to any legitimate business In
the land. He does mean that the instrumentalities of a free
government shall not be used in the nefarious art of taxing the
many for the enrichment of the few. He does mean that no
business, no matter how able to swell eampaign funds, shall use

| its millions in the debauchery of the electorate, and that se
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long as business shall keep its hand off government there will
be no interference whatsoever with it, except it be to encourage
it under the law and assure to it the fullest opportunities of the
Republic. [Applause.]

As this is a bill to place sugar on the free list, I desire to
incorporate in my remarks the closing argument of the Comimit-
tee on Ways and Means on this bill :

TRUST SITUATION.

Probably no indystry in this country has been more closely controlled
by industrial combination than the manufacture and refining of sugar,
and this condition exists to-day.

Much is sald of * independent " su%ar ?rodncers and of competition
between refiners and cane producers, but little weight can be glven to
such statements. The House investigatihg committee, which made an
elaborate inquiry into the competitive situation in sugar during the
past year, gave special attention to the relations between beet and cane
producers, and reached the conclusion (Report, F.ls) that—

“To the 42.14 per cent of the groduct on of sugar in the United
States that the American Sugar Refinipg Co. admits is its own should
be added, by any fair “rule, 10 per cent, the National's production;
7 per cent, the production of the beet-sugar companies, in which the
Amerlean is interested ; and fu'obabty 3.25 per cent, the McCahan pro-
duction. This makes a total of 20.25 per cent, which, added to the
42,14 per cent, makes a total of (2.39 per cent of the sugar manu-
facturing and refining 1nﬁustel"iv of the United Btates which is either
directly or indirectly controlled or influenced by the American, and we
may add further that the evidence discloses that competitors not
within the direct influence of the American are cautious about entering
into active competition with it, and usually fix their prices in a com-
fortable vicinity to those of the American.”

These findings fully explain how it was possible recently for sufnr
prices to the consumer to be so easily increased. In further discussing
the trust feature the committee says:

“ But the effect of combination among the refiners and manufacturers
of raw sugar and the presence or absence of healthy competition is
surely reflected in the variation of the margin between the tpr[ces of
raw and refined sugar. DurIuF the nine years prior to the formation
of the ‘sugar refineries’ combination the margin had averaged nearly
£1.10 per 100 pounds, but in the four years preceding the formation of
that organization severe competition among the refineries had reduced
it to an average of 79.6 per 100. In 1885 it was 71.2 cents and in
1886 It was TH.1 cents per 100 pounds. (Testimony of Mr. Atkins,
Hearings, p. 125.) In 1887, prior to the formation of the ‘trust,’
76.8 vents; in 1888, when the Refiners’ Trust had become well or-
ganized, it was $1.25; In 1889 it was $1.207., In 1890, because of the
competition of I’hiladelphia ludeFendents (testimony of Atkins, Hear-
ings, p. 126, and of Sé)reckelsl. it fell to T2 cents, rising to 82,8 cents
in 1891 and to $1.085 in 1892, after the Philadelphia independents
were purchased by the American. In 1803 it was $1.153; in 1804
it was 88 cents; 1895, 858.2 cents; in 1896, 00.8 cents; in 1807, 04.6
eents. The drop between 1893 and 1894 and the years immediately
following can ¥:robably be accounted for because of the higher price of
raw sugar during those years and the consequent greater value of the
G per cent of waste In refining.

“In 1898 the refiner’s margin fell rapidly to 73 cents and in 18959
to 50 cents, the effect of the sharp competition of Arbuckle. In 1900,
when the Arbuckle * war' was not quite so fierce, it rose to 75.4 cents.
In 1901, when there was practical peace with Arbuckle, it rose to
$1.003. It was 91.8 cents in 1902, 91.8 in 1903, 79.8 in 1904, the
probable effect of beet-sugar production, relatively slight, being shown
gnrticulﬂrly in the last year. Im 1905, by which time the American

ad acquired a lar? interest in beet sugar, it rose to 97.8 cents; in
1908, 88.4 cents: 1909, 75.8 cents; in 1910 it was 78.4 cents: and in
1911 it was 89.2 cents. It is worthy of note in connection with the
figures for the years 1904 to 1909, inclusive, during which the refiner’s
margin ranged lower, with the exception of the year 1905, than the
years immediately preceding them, that the American was subjected to
the active and ipm ve competition of independents.

“It is especially worthy of note that In 1889, when the refiner’s
margin was $1.25, the Sugar Refineries Co. had a gxracﬁeal monopoly,
controlling 75 per cent of the production. By 1903 it will be remem-
bered that the American had secured -control of nearly 50 per eent of
the industry, and during that year the refiner's difference was the
highest in the history of the industry since 1889, being $1.153.

“The climax of the Arbuckle competition is reflected in the margin
of B0 cents for the year 1809, the lowest in the history of the industry.

“ The influence, both of the beet-sugar companies and of the Federal
and of Warner's, is reflected in the somewhat lower margins prevailing
since 1904, and Ineluding that year.

“That the price of refined sugar had been kept up in order to pay
dividends on bounteously watered stocks is also evident when we come
to consider overcapitalization. *  * =*

“That the overcapltalization of these corporations and the payment
of dividends on watered stocks, so that the same might acguire a
market value, has necessitated excessive 'i)roﬂts on the real capital
invested, and has consequently occasloned higher prices for the product
and heavier taxation of the econsumer, can hardly be questioned by
anyone who conscientiously investigates conditions in this great indus-
try. To what exact extent this has increased the price of refined sugar
to the consumer it is absolutely impossible to accurately estimate or
exactly state, b#t that the increase for that reason is considerable can
not be disputed.

“The contention of the American Sugar Refining Co. that because
sugar costs the consumer less to-day than it did when that corporation
was organized, therefore the existence and operation of the corporation
has benefited rather than injured the consumer we regard as unsound.
Such a contention entircly ignores most important considerations, such
as Improvement in the processes and redoction in the cost of reﬂnln%
and manufacturing during that period of time; the greater supply o
‘raw materlal ; improved methods of cultivating sugar cane and sugar
beets; and a perfect host of conditions that are entirely independent of
the existence of the American or any other sugar refining or manu-
facturing company.

“ Besldes, in the last 20 years the reduction in price has been world-
wide, embracing in Its scope all the countries of the earth, from the
most enlightened to the most barbarous, and surely no American corpo-
ration ecan claim that it accomplished this result in countries where it
has no business and where its very name is practically unknown. In
the opinion of your committee, the reduction in the price of sugar in
the last 20 years to the American consumer did not come because of
the organization and operation of the American SBugar Refining Co.”

Simultaneously with the increase in price of sugar to the consumer
there has been a decided decrease in the price paild to the producer for
the raw material. Louisiana cane growers have never received falr
treatment from the sugar manufacturers. The well-organized condition
of the industry, its rapid development, admitted profits, an environment
Pemltﬂng the increase of prices to the consumer and the payment of
ess to the producer for the raw material, are valid and effective rea-
sons for the removal of the tariff protection, which aids in maintaining
this undesirable condltion.

REVENUE LOSS PROVIDED FOR.

The chlef argument which has heretofore been made for the retention
of the sariff on sugar is its importance as a revenue producer. The
committee has given a great deal of time and consideration to this
speclal feature of the sugar schedule. Their labor and effort has been
to accede to the very general and persistent public demand for free
sugar, The committee earnestly desires to assist the geop:e in acquir-
Ing this important food product at reduced prices and so lighten the
burdens of the i:rcsent high cost of living. However, the committee
has not been willing to recommend that sufgnr be exempted from import
duty without sugiestlug another source of revenue which would muke
good the loss to the Treasury from the sugar schedule and at the same
time more equitably distribute the tax burden without inflicting hard-
ship at any peint. After a very thorough investigation of the entire
field of revenue possibilities the most practicable and just solution of
the problem agp&'eared to be to extend the operations of the corporation-
tax Iaw of 1 , and this the committee Is doing by reporting simul-
taneously H. R. 21213, plncinF sugar on the free list, and I1. R. 21214,
extending the excise law to Individuals and copartnerships. The law
as applied to corporations brought to the Treasury $33,511,525 in 1011,
and by extending this measure to business conducted by individuals
and copartnerships it is believed that the loss in revenue of the sugar
schedule will be fully cared for. The very desirable end sought by this
legislation is to remove the duty from an article necessary to the
existence of every individual and in lien of the revenue source thus
surrendered to levy a very small tax agalnst the busingss of individuals
and copartnerships where the income of the year exceeds $5,000. The
recommendation is that the tax on a food product necessary to existence
be shifted from those who now struggle with tax burdens on the neces-
saries of life to the shoulders of those who throu good fortune and
comfortable means are amply able to assume a relatively insignificant
tax. To illustrate the equitable adjustment of the excise tax recom-
mended, a person haying an Income of less than $35,000 per year would
pay nothing, while a person whose business brings $10,000 net would
pﬂ' no tax on the flrst $5,000 and on the second $5,600 would pay
only $£50 a year.

THE TARIFF ANXD THE CONSUMER.

It was clearly bronght out by the special committee investigating
the American Sugar Refining Co. and others that the full amount of
the import tax on sugar is borne by the consumer. Mr. Claus Bpreck-
els (Hearings, p. 22435) testified that the price of refined sugar to the
American consumer is affected to the full extent of the duty. TFurther,
in regiy to the inguiry as to whether the exempting of sugar from duty
would reduce the price bty the amount of the duty, Mr. Spreckels
replied, * By the amount of the duty.”

Further confirmation of the fact that the full amount of the tariff
tax on sugar is transferred to the consumer in the form of increased
prices is found in the evidence of Mr. Wallace P. Willett, a recognized
sugar statistical expert, before the special committee referred to, who
says (Hearings, p. 8547) : “ Whenever duty is taken off the consumer
gets the full benefit of the amount of duty taken off and also a part of
the lower cost of refining.”

The tariff tax amounts to about 1} cents per pound on sugar. As
this entire tax enters into the price of sugar to the consumer it is easy
to estimate the consumer’s burden because of tarif duties on sugar,
The consumption of sugar in continental United States amounted in
1911 to about 7,663,000,000 pounds, and the application of 1% cents
per pound to this consumption affords an estimated saving to the
American consumers from placing sugar on the free list of not less
than $115,000,000,

Mr. Chairman, the committee of wholesale grocers, formed
to assist in obtaining cheaper sugar for consumers through re-
duction of duties on raw and refined sugars, of New York City,
sends me the following, which I desire to incorporate in my
remarks. The subject is the sugar tariff and the Sugar Trust:

The * free-sugar"” bill, intreduced into the House of Representatives
by Oscar W. UxpErwooD, chairman of the Ways and Means Committee,
brought forth the usual wail from the domestic sugar interests, who
claim that “ ruingtion " stares them in the face if this bill becomes a
law. Yor the present tariff on sugar to be reduced 1 mill would bring
forth the same outery.

Hoping to confuse the issue, they endeavor to make the people be-
lieve that the Sugar Trust wants the rate of duty reduced so as to
crush out thelr com‘petitors. the beet-sugar producers. The sugar
trade knows how ridiculous is this contention. The Sugar Trust is
distinctly on record to the contrawy. Reference to the Payne-Aldrich
Tariff Hearings of 1909 discloses a letter and a brief (pp. 3430-3440)
filed by the American Sugar Refining Co. urging that the present tariff
rate be maintained. To insure this, they have worked mainly through
their beet-sugar allies. The trust’s interest in the matter is clear.
The Hardwick investigating committee developed ‘the Sugar Trust's
control of the beet-sugar industry. (Hardwick Hearings, pp. 58, 100,
2884, and 2992.) This indusiry secures a heavy indirect bounty
through our present high tariff on sugar, and the trust becoming fond
of this Government * pap,”” which is being fed to its offspring, natu-
rally desires it to be continued.

he beet-sugar lobbylst makes much of the fact that Mr. Atkins, vice
resident of the American Sugar Refining Co., when on the stand bhe-
ore the Hardwick investigating committee, stated that he was in favor
of lower duties on sugar. He also distinetly stated that he spoke as
an individual. Mr. Atkins, before he became connected with the Amer-
ican Sugar Refining Co., after the death of Mr, 1I, O. Havemeyer, had
for Iyears been working for lower duties on sugar, and he could not very
well reverse himself after he beeame connected with the trust.

The few independent cane-sugar refiners have declared themselves in
favor of lower duties. Their interest is identieal with that of the
consumer. A lower tariff rate wounld reduce the {;riﬂ' of sugar, result-
ing in an increased consumption, so that a larger business could be done
at o reduced expense. In addition, they would no doubt be very glad to
have .the Government discontinue subsidizing thelr competitor, the
Sugar Trust, through the high protection now glven to the trust's
beet-sugar factorles. The line is clearly established, with consumers.
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manufacturers, dealers, and Independent refiners degirin
ag;ld opposed to this the Sugar Trust and their allies, the
producers.

The domestic beet-sugar men make the claim that the
sible for the decline from the high price touched last
stead, they simply followed the market. (Hardwick Hea
guumt!ons for t sugar f. o. b. Hamburg touched 18s. 9d. in tember,

eclining to 18s. by December 4, a reaction of 66 cents a hundred pounds.
American beet-sugar factories sold their product in September at 6.50
cents, and by December 4 had declined to 5.90 cents, a reaction of 60
cents a hundred. Our 500,000 tons of domestic beet sugar which began
to come on the market In July in Californis and before the sharp ad-
vance was not responsible for the decline, which came after tht 1st of
October. This six and a half million tons produced in Burope, coming
on Ithe market around the 1st of October, was responsible for the re-
actlon.

As an indication of what the American consumer may expect from the
domestic beet-sugar Industry, let us refer to a recent occurrence. About
the middle of February, in anticipation of higher prices, the beet-sugar
factories with one accord withdrew their product from the market,
although 25 per cent of their production remalned unsold. Willett &
gray‘s flﬁatistica! Bugar Trade Journal of February 29 covers the sitoa-

on. ey Bny:

“The beet-sugar factories are still quoting 5.90 cents less 2 per cent,
and thus practically withdrawn from the gemeral market.” ;

New York cane-sugar refiners were then, and are still, selling granu-
lated at 5.80 cents. The beet-sugar factories suddenly withdrew their
produet, in an endeavor to force higher prices, in face of the fact that
sugar was then a half a _cent higher than the lowest Jxrlt‘e touched since
the 1st of January, 1912, and fully 2§ cents a pound above the cost of
produocing beet sugar. As a result of the fornished by the beet-
sugar men the Hardwick committee sho that beet sugar could be
produced at less than 3 cents a pound, and tak'lﬁ competent and incom-
petent factories, properly and improperly locat the average cost was
only 33 cents a pound. On the latter basis, which is known to be high,
prices quoted absve show & profit of 70 per cent over the cost of profue-
tion, It is ible, therefore, that the dividends of 333 cent pald
by the Michigan Beet Sugar Co., 00 per cent paid by the Union
Sugar Co., of California, last year will be bettered year. Yet these
are the people who “rulnaticn™ if the present tariff is reduced.
Any attempt to show that these tlemen are in business for the pur-
pose of ‘:hl tmthropg only proves that the one making the claim Is either
not familiar with the situation or is willfully attempting to mislead.

Tastlmon{ taken by the Ways and Means Committee and the Hard-
wick Investigating committee shows that the tariff Increases the price
of sugar to consumers near!ﬁ' 2 cents a pound, and it is estimated that
this tax amounts to £104,000,000 annually. Some estimates run as high
as $140,000,000, but all are a on the former as a minimum.
this the Government collects $52,000,000 from import duties, or 17 per
cent of the entire customs revenue, but only 50 per cent of the sugar
which we consume shares in prod this revenue, as the imports from
our Insular possessions—Porto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines—being
inside of our tariff wall, pay no ﬁurg and share in-dividing the profits

iOO0.000

lower duties,
omestic sugar

were respon-
tember. In-
p. 3872.)

!
from our tariff, or the remalning §52 or more, w%th
ducers of cane and beet sugar in the States.

Our Government has once made the mistake of at‘tem]fotln to foster
the production of sugar under abnormal conditions in uislana. We
can not afford to repeat this mistake in a larger way with beet sugar.
The production of cane sugar (a ical plant) in Louisiana can never

a success, yet the American e have been uired to spend hun-
dreds of millions of dollars on the industry, now 1 re old, and this
“infant " is erying just as loudly as ever for tariff favors. nder the
“ hothousing " process the maximum production has been reached, with
only 83 per cent of our requirements ng filled, so that the American
people can never hope td secure u{ t benefit from the produc-
tion of cane %r in Lonigiana, which is dependent on * special-privilege
e

pro-

legislation.” farseelng men in Louisiana admit that it wounld have
been a great blessing to their State If the tarlf on sngar had been
removed 25 years ago, as in that event their lands would mow be pro-

ducing more suitable and remunerative crops. The Hardwick comm
report (p. 26) shows that the present tariff is so high that it encour-
ages overcapitalization of beet-sugar plants. It also encourages the
improper location of factories where natural conditions are not such as
to produce the best results. The industry would be on a wnuch better
footing If the tariff were revised, so as to prevent both of these condi-
tions, which are fundamentally so unsound.

Mr. Willlam Bayard Cutting, one of the first in this country to
in the production of beet ar, stated * that the beet: indu. g
rofitable under conditions of absclutely free trade, and that the United
gtatcs being an agricultural country, the has nothing to fear
even from the annexation of Cuba.” Prof. F. W. Tausslg, Henry Lee
rofessor of economics at Harvard University, in the February issue of
he Quarterly Journal of Economics, says regarding the beet-sugar in-

dustry : “ If protection to :‘oung'lindustries was needed, it has been
given. The ]!]mlt_i.nl stages of al and unfamiliarity are cefrtainl{
d. The industry In the far West has certainly passed the infan

stage. Its difficulties in the farming
the competition of the other kinds of
typical erican conditions, are more ?m table. If this kind of agri-
culture needs protection and if the familiar grain wing, cattle fatten-
ing, and dair};ing of the corn-wheat belt do not, the ex ation is still
to he found In the principle of comparative cost.” erefore, if the
tariff is materially red or remo only the unnatural development
of the industr? is stopped, while its natura imwth is unhampe and
the result will be of material benefit to all of our people.

Let those who claim that the lpublic will not receive the benefit of a
reduced tariff refer to the year 1801, when the tariff law reducing the
duty 2 cents a pound became effective April 1. Refiners' quotations fell
1§ cents in one week—from 6% cents, the quotation of March 26, to 4
cents, the quotation of April 2, By May 14 granulated sugar ha
reached 43 cents. Let themn also refer to the testimony taken by the
Hardwiek investigating committee (pp. 35—47). Absolutely free trade
on sugar would mean foreign competition for our refiners, making it
impaossible for them to advance prices beyond world’s values.

'II)'he country has been taxed hea for many years for the benefit of
the domestle sugar industry, and the time has come when the public's
interests rather than the profits of promoters should be comsidered.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT].

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I wish simply to ask per-
mission to extend my remarks in the REcorp. :

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

on proper seem to be due to
ricultare, which, under the

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, why should the
gentleman not make his remarks on the floor on this very im-
portant bill? I would like to hear the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. I reserve the right to object until I ascertain
dtheb l;:lf;)rmaﬂon. YWhat is the intention in reference to further

ebate?

Mr. RAINEY. I have an hour, and I have a number of gen-*
tlemen on my list who want to speak from 5 to 25 minutes.

Mr. MANN. I am not going to consent to the gentleman
yielding out his hour one minute at a time and have each gen-
tleman get leave to extend his remarks until I know what the
general debate really is to be.

Mr. RAINEY. I do not know but one other gentleman during
the hour who desires to extend his remarks in the Recorp.
The others to whom I shall yield expect to speak, and I pre-
sume, then, they expect to take some time to extend aldo. :

Mr. MANN. I shall not object at present, in the absence of
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoob], but I give
notice that T am not going to permit, by unanimous consent,
everybody in the House to extend remarks in the Recorp when
we do not know how long the debate is going to run.

Mr. GARRETT. If the gentleman desires to know the sub-
Ject on which I propose to extend my remarks, I will say that
it is on the subject of the bill under consideration.

Mr. MANN. That was not the point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr] extending his remarks in the REcorp?
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. LanTHICUM].

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the REcorD. .

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, I shall object un-
less we can ascertain as to whether or not we are to have de-
bate cut off. I wish to hear what the gentlemen have to say on
this subject. =

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman. T will say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] that there have been requests
coming to me from his side of the House for general leave to
print on this bill, and I intended when we got back into the
House—inasmuch as we can not ask for it in the committee—
to ask for a general leave for everyone who has spoken on the
bill to extend his remarks, and for those who have not spoken
leave to print for five legislative days,.if it meets with the
approval of the Members of the House.

Mr. MANN. I have listened to every speech that has been
made on the floor of this House to-day, and I hope I will listen
to others. I am still lacking a great deal of information on
this subject. I think it is important enmough that the House
should hear the gentlemen who have information on it, and not
merely let them insert speeches in the Ilkcorp that I certainly
will not have the opportunity to read, and I presume other
Members will not read, in the busy session of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LanTHIcCUM] t0 extending his
remarks in the Recorp?

Mr. MANN. My, Chairman, for the present I shall object.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. AYres].

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I rise, not so much to make
remarks upon the sugar tariff, as to read to our stand-pat
friends across the aisle a few of the many letters that have
lately been coming from the Republicans of my district. As I
have sat here through the discussions upon three tariff bills
this session and watched these gentlemen voting stolidly against
every proposal to lighten the burden of taxation from which
the people are suffering, I have wondered whether they ever
consult the voters and taxpayers in their distrigfs, and if they
do, whether they really believe in representative government.

My notion of the duty of a Representative, Mr. Speaker, is
very simple. It is that upon the great questions of the day he
shall learn what his constituents desire him to do, and that then
he shall do it.

About three weeks ago I began to send to the voters of my dis-
trict many thousands of letters asking them to give me their
views upon a dozen of the leading subjects which come before
us at this session, and, if they desired to do so, their presi-
dential preferences. These letters are going out to all the
voters, irrespective of party, and the answers are coming in
freely, now somewhat less than 100 a day.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania, Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. AYRES. Certainly.
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Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is proposing to
discuss the duties of Members of Congress. Does he believe
that in the face of the fact that it has been announced here, or
given generally to be understood, that debate on a bill effecting
$53,000,000 of revenue is to be cut off, and Members of this
House are to be denied free expression of their opinions with
reference to that bill—does he believe that he is acting the
part of the high standard of a Member of Congress by taking
up the time in delivering a lecture in the midst of this discus-
sion, the lecture not having any connection whatever with the
bill under discussion?

Mr. AYRES. I think the gentleman, before I finish, will
consider that I have discussed the tariff question. The results
Lhave been tabulated up to last Saturday, March 9, when 1,783
replies had been received, and while that number can not be
considered a complete referendum of the distriet, the decisions
are so plain that he who runs may read. When, on election
night, upon the illuminated board in front of some great news-
paper is flashed the bulletin: “ One hundred and seventy-five
election districts out of 850 in Brooklyn give John Smith 4,891
plurality over Thomas Brown,” everybody knows that John
Smith is elected, and that the complete returns will only make
bhis majority the greater.

The district which I have the honor to represent is the
Bronx, the northern part of New York City, a great manufac-
turing center, and separated from Manhattan by the Harlem
River. Our citizens mostly live in detached houses, with yards
and gardens, although we also have many flats and apartments.
The northeasterly corner of my district is just 11 miles from
the westerly line of the district represented by the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Hmmr]. In many respects these two
districts are alike. Each has a frontage on Long Island Sound,
and is interested in marine affairs, each contains numerous
and diversified manufacturing industries, in each the growth of
population is largely caused by the overflow from Manhattan,
and in each the sentiments of the people upon the tariff are
much the same,

One of the first letters that came was the following:

We should have all our Congressmen real representatives of the
people ; but as it is now our so-called Representatives are, In a great
many Instances, the clerks of the big business interests. IIoping that
this idea will give you something to think about, I am,

Yours, very truly, DAvIiD ROUSSEAU.

Mr. DALZELL. That is an insult to the House. -

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Avyres] has expired.

Mr. AYRES. My, Chairman, I would like to have five min-

utes more.
Mr. RAINEY. I will yield two minutes to the gentleman.
Mr. AYRES. It did give me something to think about, some-

thing that I have thought about many times before, Now,
Mr. Chairman, let me especially disclaim making a charge
_against any one of my stand-pat friends across the aisle that he
is a “clerk of the big business interests" in what might be
deemed a personal or unpleasant way. DBut the fact remains
that each one of these gentlemen who resist so stoutly the low-
ering of the outrageous tariffs is a representative of certain
big manufacturing interests and of them alone; for these big
manufacturing interests and the gentlemen across the aisle are
practically the only American citizens remaining who believe
in maintaining the present tariffs. It is certain that the great
bulk of honest, thinking Republicans do not believe in the
tariffs of the Payne-Aldrich bill.

And may I offer to my stand-pat friends a bit of advice—my
stand-pat friends who think they are leading the Republican
Party. It is, indeed, a noble and inspiring thing to lead a
united and harmonious army against the enemy, but it is dan-
gerous to the leaders when the army decides not to follow. It
is glorious to be in the van carrying the colors, but it is sad, in-
deed, to have your own army shoot you in the back. And it would
be muech safer for my friends on the other side of this Chamber
if they would take the advice offered by another Republican of
my distriet, who writes this:

MancH 6, 1912,

1 tg‘lﬂprcclnte your courtesy in asking my views on the guestions sub-
mitted. I will only suggest that 1 think Republicans and Demoecrats,
in a spirit of lofty patriotism and statesmanship, should compromise on
moderate tariff bills. ;

Very sincerely, D. C. McEKay.

The tariff bills that bhave been offered by our Ways and
Means Committee—the wool bill, the steel bill, the chemieal
schedule—are moderate bills. They are reasonable and grad-
ual reductions of the tariff. And a certain section of the Re-
publicans is this Chamber, realizing that faect, have cooperated
with us in giving their support to each of these measures. We
welcome the help of these Progreasives. We believe them, in
respect to the tariff, actuated by an earnest desire to meet the

‘always been an independent Republican,

wishes of their constituents. And in voting for lower duties
they are displaying courage, honor, and statesmanship.

We believe that these Progressives represent the real senti-
ment of the bulk of the Republican Party on the tariff ques-
tion, and it is to show them that in the East, also, the voters
in their party are for lower duties that I wish to read some
g;tters from the plain Republicans, not the politicians, of my

striet.

Mr. Chairman, the first two questions on the list asked the
voters were about the tariff. Did they think it should be low-
ered? Up to last Saturday 636 Republicans have written their
views on this subject, and of this number 533 said they be-
lieved the Payne-Aldrich tariff is too high and only 103 wanted
it left alone. The Democrats and Independents who sent let-
ters were almost unanimous in desiring the duties cut, so that
of the 1,680 letters on this point received in the past two weeks
1,504 were for lower duties and only 176 for the present rates.
Ilere are a few of these Republican letters, so that you stand-
patters across the aisle may know what your party really
wants:

. J. P. CHAMBERLAIN & Co.,
Manufacturers’ Agents for Foreign and Domestic Woolens.

The reduction of the woolen tariff most interests me. The ad
valorem principle of the last Demoeratie tariff bill is right, and 50 per
cent ad valorem, with no specific duty, Is conservative. * * *
Pass such a bill, and we will have a settled condition of business in
textiles such as we have not had since 1907,

J. P. CHAMBERLAIN,
900 Bummit Avenue,

I am _ decidedly of the opinion that the present wool schedule is
shamefully high and should be lowered. I feel ec.lually strong that
judgment should be used in its correction. * * I mean that it
should be done by degrees. I am a d{&d-ln-the-wool Republican, but I
am not in sympathy with their practices as applied to tariff legisla-
tion and feel there are many more in the party who agree with me.

Haery W. Kixa.

MarcH T, 1012,

Tariff and protection (God save the mark) are widely different
things, the former being all right If pro]ierly levied, but the latter
covers a multitude of sins, becanse it works to the advantage of the
few who do not need it as against the mnne- who do need it ariff for
revenue only, and levy it on the luxuries of life. .

Jxo. HExnY FISHER.

I do not think that the tariff on wool, steel, and cotton should be re-
duced to such an extent as to destroy a legitimate profit on domestic

roduction ; but I believe there is now a suificient margin to permit a
owering of the tariff without injury to our interests. Of the Republi-
can candidates in the field I do not think I shall vote for either if
nominated.

A. ANSWATER.

With regard to the tariff question, I believe that the present duty is
too high, and while I favor a protective tariff I believe that it should
be based upon domestic and foreign costs, so as to place our manufac-
turers merely upon an equality.

Joux Ewex,
Spuyten Duyvil.

I wounld suggest that the reduction on general lines take place at the
earliest possible time. Reduection to be on all the absolute necessitles,
such as food and wearing apparel. Not for the benefit of the wealthy,
but of benefit to the medium and poorer classes.,

Joax 8. Lixw,
2712 Heath Avenue.

I am led to favor a gradual reduction in the tariff, mot from an
conviction that there is merit in a low duty, but glmply as an experi-
ment.  Although I have grave doubts concerning the method, it may
nevertheless |])rove advantageous despite my opinion to the contrary,
and I am willing to have a trial made.

CmagLes E. W. HELLERSON,
406 West 2015t Street.

Labor is not benefited by protection. It simply helps to rob the
people. All duties should be for revenue only. Free materials and free
shtlps will put us way ahead of both England and Germany.

am pleased to answer your inquiries and to express to you the
thoughts of the citizen and the taxpayer. [ would state that I have
It is self-evident to all think-
ing men that party lines are pretty nearly wiped out. We have been
done up brown by both parties, and it is time we forgot them. What we
need is just such work as your letter indicates—a closer understanding
between the Representatives and the people.

FeELix HOFFMAN.

I would like to see some Demuc;.t as President, for I believe some
tariff revision Is necessary.

Lovis Grey,
441 Eest One hundred and fortieth Street.

I also belleve that your idea of getting the opinion of the voters of
our distriet is the proper one, and while I am a Republican all my life
{ am opposed to the present protective tariff and belicve it shonld be
revised. Will be very happy to promise you my vote If you support
tarilf revision, regardless of your position on other quest‘lo?:s. 2
A. E. FULLER.

- T do belleve that some changes in our tariff are needed, and where
certain things now protected can compete in the foreign markets, it is
about time we In America got the benelit.

DEVERLY A. SanTm,

53 Marble Hill Avenue.




3348

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.,

Marcr 14,

MArCH 4, 1912,

With regard to the tariff, I believe this question should be taken out
of polities entirely and handled by a commission and scientifically re-
vised. It is my opinion there should not be a wholesale reduction, but
as the tarlff now stands It prohibits competition between this and for-
eign countries to a great extent, and bgepmtectlng the trusts the
cost of necessary commodities almost beyond the reach of people with
modest incomes.

L. J. CHILDS,

While I have always voted the Republican national ticket because I
believed in the principle of a high tariff, my belief to-day is that after
suflicient revenue is provided for Government maintenance, that the
tariff be entirely abolished. )

MoERIS ROSENBAUM.

1 have always voted the Republican ticket, but have turned independ-

ent, as 1 do not believe we need any high tarlff any more.
IspoR LASIHL

1 am in favor of a revision of the tariff. T think all duties should be
removed except as needed for revenue and to protect mew industries
which are worth while protecting.

F. H. WEEKES,

In regard to taril revision, I am holding the same opihion as nearly
all business men I am coming in contact with, viz, reduce it to a reve-
nue basis and have it over with as soon as possible, in order that we
may know where we stand. The uncertainty is kil i

CHRISTIAN H. WERNER,
2079 Marion Avenuc.

When a child is toddling we help It along with apron strings, ete.
When it is full grown it is able and aggressive enough to fight its own
way. * * * Now, while some tariff is needed, the apron-siring
period is long sinee past. However, 1 do not believe in free trade, but a
reduction in existing high tariff,

Geonce E. CUTTLE.

1 consider that it is the bounden duty of Mr. Oscar UxpErwoop and
his colleagues to report a bill immediately that will afford immediate
and substantial relief to business people from the payment of unjust,
exorbitant, and prohibitive duties on the first necessary of life after
foodstuffs. We devour food to keep the inner man warm. Congress has
denied and is denying the right of every human being to possess cloth-
ing that will them warm without having to pay tribute to manu-

facturing interests.
HaLnecx D. Vax PELT,
Corner Ficldston Avenue and Two Hundred and Bixty-first Street.

I have your polite note to a Republican, which I appreciate very
much. 1 t{dn.k this tariff needs prunplng on many sides. * * * We
should now be beyond the phase of revol le; tion on the
tariff, but at the same time the old method of sw g tariff favors
vi the rules of common decency. ;

olates
E. E. MARTIN.

You'ask why I think the tarill should be reduced. For years I have
read * * * that American manufact here could be
bought cheaper in Europe than here. Two articles probably mentioned
the most are watches and harvesting machinery. I am a heliever
in the protection of new industries until firmly established, and then a
reduction by commission, if possible. 2

LLIAM HoDGE0M

Wr N,
153 East One Hundred and Seventy-ninth Strect.

1 would say, in brief, that in my opinion, and also in that of some
others I know, the present tariff is unfair to the ple, who are com-
pelled to pay more for inferior articles. This is especlally true of
clothes, g the present tariff It is the manufacturer who receives the
benefit ; not the People. Wages have been golng down in many trades
instead of up. It is getting harder for native Americans to get a job
every Year. * % Tgke the apartments I have been living in for
the {:ast six years. I have never yet seen a native American de any
pain hgn in them. It has all been done by foreigners who can hardly

ak English. The strike at Lawrence i3 a good example of what man-

eturers consider “ living wa * & ® * We npeed some kind of
change, and I firmly believe tal off the tariff would help the masses.
CHARLES J. LEACH.

The reason I have for desiring a reduction in tariff is that this will
tend to reduce living expenses by brlnglmi competition and thus stop-
ping the trusts from cmﬂnf artificial prices. I can assure you as a
wage earner that it is difficult to-day to make both endé'rrﬁetm

3 HER.

As to g’(ving you my reasons for believing that the tariff should be
lowered, there are so many detalls that I should like to refer to and so
many abuses that I have seen that I could hardly state my reasons in
10 lines as you suggest. I might state generally, however, that my

articular grievance agalnst the present tariff, while of course due

mdamentally to the enormous rates on some of the articles, is more
particularly on account of the outrageous subterfuges employed to hide
these rates.

BEXJTAMIN A. LEVITT.

Here iz a letter from the president of one of the largest manu-
facturing institutions in the Bronx, the Morris Heights Gas
Engine & Power Co., which makes steam and gasoline power
boats. It perhaps turns out each year more gasoline launches
than any other concern in the United States. Its president,
Mr, John J. Amory, is a lifelong Republican and a most intelli-
gent and useful citizen. After stating that he believes the tariffs
should be lowered, he says:

Most reluctantly I confess, man to man, a lamentable ignorance on
the subject in x?uution. I have heard the matter discussed pro and con
to such an extent that my brain whirls, dizzy with doubt. Broadly

ng, I am of the opinion that high tari® or low tariff, or no tariff,
showld Ee fixed as the result of and unprejudiced investigsﬁon.
Hﬂn competent committee appointed for that subject as to each of the

Impea:mt%mg:&thatm t i tion of Schedule K, th
2 recen nvi on o ) ule 3 8
wi . .
ool t;:olguﬁirm &?%\F&me desirability of treating the whole
Joax J. AMoORY.
- One of the industries which have grown up in our district is
the making of pianos. More musical instruments are made in
the Bronx than in any other similar area in the United States.
We now have 51 piano factories, among them the makers of
many instruments which bear well-known names. Experts say
that the air of the Bronx gives a superior tone. This may well
be so, because the east wind, careering in from the ocean across
the plains of Long Island, hovers above that little suburb just
across the upper East River called Oyster Bay, and thus comes
into our borough freighted with sound. The tariff affects all
of these manufacturers, and here are letters from two of them:
THE BogarT Praxo Co.

We are pleased to acknowl receipt of yours of the 15th with copy
of House glll 18642 (the steel bill), and we have failed to find therein
anything that would be a detriment to our business in any way, shape,
or form. * * * Answerin r{ymn- question as to whether we believe
the schedules of the Payne-Aldrieh law are too high and could be safely
gggulxé:ed without lntertgrlng with our business, we believe that they

E. B. BogarT, President.

LUDWIG & CO., GRAND AND UPRIGHT PIANOS.

I am in receipt of your letter, with inclosure of House bill No. 20182
(chemical schedule), and after’ * = = see‘]:n%' the very small duty
to be put on Chinese nut oil, I can mot feel that this is an exorbitant
duty, and do not doubt but what it would be perfectl right. bl b 2
Have also looked over bill No. 18642 (metal schedule), = % and
must say ‘th!f.t I would not consider that our business would suffer

any. ®

" L, D. PERrY, Treasurer.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if there were time I could read hun-
dreds of these letters, but the fact I wish to emphasize is that
five out of six of the Republicans are in favor of lower tariffs.
Why, then, will not you gentlemen who assume to represent
them vote as they want you to do?

The next question asked of the voters was their opinion as
to the parcel post. The committee of the House which has
charge of postal matters has just brought in the annual appro-
priation bill and incorporated in it a provision for a rural
parcel post and a reduction of fourth-class rates on packages
of 1 pound and upward. This is a most conservative provi-
sion, #nd, in my judgment, does not meet the demand of the
people for a real parcel post. I sincerely hope section 8 will
be amended and made more liberal before it is enacted into
law. The wish of the people of our district was indicated un-
mistakably by their letters. . The vote is 1,678 for and but 69
against it. Such unanimity shows that it is favored by voters
of all parties’ More than this, no question asked was so en-
thusiastically answered in the affirmative. The people want
the parcel post.

The gquestion as to the initiative, the referendum, and the
recall, especially of the recall of judges, brought forth many
interesting letters, The votes cast to the date mentioned are
as follows: ; .

Not
For. | Against. voting,
-
IR s e e L fe 878 449 456
Referendum. . 1 955 495 402
Recall .. .c1i...C e R 31 609 343
o7 P T S O I B e 763 088 a3z

It is evident that many do not understand what is meant by

-| these propositions. In fact, many frankly confessed that they

did not know and some said they did not want to know, believ-
ing that the old style of representative government was good
enough for them. Some of the comments made are full of valu-
able suggestion and furnish food for thought. Here are a few
of them:

I have answered some of the questions, * * * bpaot I think many
such estions can npt be answered by the constituent, and the fact
that they can mnot is, to mind, the one convincing argnment for

resentative government—the government established h¥ the Consti-
tution. We send a Representative to Comiresa. who sits in committee,
which either knows about the subject or has power or means for ob-

the knowledge. I take the liberty of saying these things only
to explain why I am against the * Initiative, the referendum, and the
recall.” Those things may belong to some other form of government.
They may be possible in some small Commonwealth like ancient Athens
or modern Switzerland, but they are foreign to our constitutional form
of representative government and would be destructive of it If at-
tempted. * * * Althonfb I am a protectionist, it is Impossible for
me to say whether the tarlff rates are too high. have a suspicion,
however, that they are in Instances and I believe this impression is

eral throughout the country.
m. &b Louis 0. Yan DoreEN.
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Dear Mgr. Axnes: I w.m support mo mdiﬁate for Preﬂl:ﬂent whoi The CHATRMAN. The time -of fhe genfleman has expired.
tr:xv:ghd?n?, .23‘5‘"3‘&'31;W—iﬁ?&%ﬁﬁ“ﬁ%ﬁhﬁiﬂﬁméﬂfmﬁ;: My, DALZELL. Will the gentleman yield for a ‘question?

Tt 48 a ‘damger-
Hexny L. SarrrH.

wlolence, ‘anarchy, -and mob rule :all -over ‘our -country.
oaus, wicked doctrine.

. 'New York Lire INSORANCE ‘CO.
My Prar Me. Axnes: As my Representative, 1 expect you to -exer-
cise your judgment :anfl . Eknow! which ‘in the mature .of things
must pe better than 1 .can have, all questions -which affect the
eountry as a whaole. Your duty to your distriet is only a fractional

part of your whole duty.
'D. P. EINGSLEY.
The wotes on the other questions.of current interest were as follows :
.ﬂlimll?.uivﬂm.viee employees (be retived mipon pensions .after faithful
service I
In favor 3,211
Opposed 432

Shall the United ‘States retain the title to the Alaska coal deposits
and own and operate the railroads to tide water?

’I\niuvu{ 1.:%?
r.ﬂrhall the Army be increased and kept in a state of -efficlency? .

In favor_ . 8T1
posed 802
Bhall the Navy .be increased—two ‘battleships a year?

In favor 1,194

Opposed R iing
The Bherwood (dollar-a-@ay) pension 'hill:

In favor___ e B21

Opposed 820
Election of United Btates Senators by direct wote of the peaple:

Infavor 1, 566

Opposed_____ 182

It was suggested that such as desired might express their
preferences «of presidential eandidates. Many did not wish to
do so. But.of the Republicans who voted this is the summary :

Wiltliam H. Taft 888
Theodore Roosevelt. 209
Charles E. Hughes 27
RoppnT L4 FOLLETTE = 17
Beattering 00

A review of the Jetters from Democrats shows a large numb
whe express .a preference either for CHAMP (OLARE or for Oscan
Uxperwoon. ‘Scarcely a letter arrived that did not eontain the
name of one or the other of these distingnished gentlemen as
either first or second «choice. And this is.convincing proof that
the work of this Democratic House in its efforts ito reduce the
tariff has met ithe enthusiastic mpproval of the Democrats of the
Nation.

Many of the comments made by voters as to presidential
candidates are unigue and ingenions. Here are a few of them,
given -without the names «of the authors, but with the party
to which they belong:

Harmon -anfl harmony ; that's my ticket. (A t.)
I believe Taft's work embodies democratic principles. (A Republican.)
My first cholce is Toosevelt; second choice La FoLLETTE, Decause of

rformances.” 1 think he would make an able and efilcient
ecutive; third cholce Wilson. * * '* FEliminating Roosevelt and
La Foruprre from the Republican side, I would cast my wote for him,
and know at least 25 Republicans among my friends who would also
vote for him. * * = (A Republican.)

Will work for ‘Gov. Wilson ;

Will wote for QLARE or Harmon;
Wil Thome for Taft;
And go fishing for T. R.

‘(An Todependent.)
Herd's to CHAMP CLARK ;
Henar the hounds bask ;
The people are coming to town. .
Hark ! Ilark! Hark!
What a fine lark;
‘They dassen’t Kick us aroun’.

{A Democeat.)

Uxperwoop and Svrzeg. Well, nobody objects to Svrzen, and his
bullhead Juck can't be beat, Ff he picked up a plece of cosl in ‘the
Pennsylvania Station, it would turn imto:n {@iamond /by the time he got
to Was . (A mocrat.)

I think your idea of sending out these letters a very good one, worthy
of a Soclalist. While I am not in favor of an increase of the Army,
I do not believe in a decrease in any ‘part of ithe service. (A Bocialist.)

At first T wrote Roosevelt as my first choice, but as I have always
been comnservative, though I have .only voted six times, 1 feel he is too

uncertain. There is no n of re the Constitution, mor of ex-
ploiting the anple by inciting their hatred of those In better .circum-
stances. * #* Let us run along on the old lines, with just .a little

more individual honesty.
Columbus speech. )

And here are two more letters that have come, each one
showing that the suthor has definite views as to wise govern-
mental policies:

1 ‘would like to say that I am omnly a boy of 12 {gurs of age, but 1
think I can judge what is good for the eountry. Abount the Army and
Navy, I th the Tinited Btates ought to bulld .a couple of war ships

each year. I read in the papers how other mations are Imildin
one right after each nther.p i sl e

(A Republican, written the day after the

JAMES GIFFEN.

Why mnot have fewer orations -and ymore deeds in Congress?

'| concerned.

BarNeT HoUSE.

Mr. AYRES. Certainly.

My, DALZELL., Are these forms of guestions =l alike?

Mr. AYRES. They are al alike.

Mr. DALZELL. 1T dbserve you did not ask your constituents
what their views are on the tariff on sugar. 2

Mr. AYREB. I will say to the gentleman that the reason
:;;)i:n ?lcgt isithat the sugar matter came up after the blanks were

Mr. DALZRLL. The sentiment is the same as to that?

Mr. AYRES. HEntirely. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent to extend my remarks in the Recorbp.

The OHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Axgpes] asks unanimous censent fo extend his remarks in the
Rrecorn. Is there ebjection?

There was ne objection.

Mr. RAINEY. WMr. Chairman, I yield to the gentlemam from

| Louisiana [Mr. Duers]. v

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Chairman, it is very fair on the part of
the genfleman frem Tllinois TMr. Rarwey], with full knowledge
of my -opposition te the pending bill, te yield me time out of his
allowance, and I am grateful. I only wish that some such
spirit of fairness had animated the majority members of the

ttee on Ways and Means in the preparation and sub-
mission of this bill, wwhich is so unfair to the district that I
represent and to the people of the whole State of Louisiana.
[Applause .on the Republican side.] :

My tenure in this body has been brief, dating back wonly to
the third session of the Bixty<first Congress. It has been my
pleasure and privilege in that time fo witness the dying gasps
of a repudiated Republican majority and te hail the advent
into power of a reunited Democracy in this House. Rince
December, 1810, I have sought in an humble and unobtrusive
way ‘to ceoperate with my party leaders in this body and to
vote with them on all party measures. The record will disclose
no «contrary wvete. I have yielded my own ideas to their more
seasoned judgment at times svhen I thought that they were
wrong, and T have not hesitated, at the risk of serious political
,’lq_fngtundy to myself, to follow them when I believed they were
Aght.

For instance, in the last Congress when Canadian reciprocity
was first proposed and at a time when sentiment thereen had
not crystallized in my distriet, but, en the contrary, was widely
divergent, I voted in the Democratic caucus and in the House
for Canadian reciprocity. I did not believe that a Tariff Board
was mnecessary to revise the tariff, and, aeccordingly, in the
Bixty-first Congress T wvoted “present” when the roll avas
called on that meansure, pairing, as a matter of convenience to
him, with the gentleman from Illineis, my friend Mr. Ropex-
BERG, whe Tavored such a board. T was in most exeellent Dem-
ocratic eompany. ‘That my view was correct and that no Tariff
Board ‘is necessary has since been shown by the many admir-
able measures which the majority members of the Ways and
Means (Committee have heretofore presented to this House
without the assistance of any Tariff Beard.

I favored the publicity of .eampaign expenses, not only in
theory but in practice, and so when the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. JacksoN], in the present Congress, presented -an amend-
ment to include within the provisions of the pending hill pub-
licity of expenses incurred in primaries as well as general «elec-
tions, T voted for his amendment. Tt was only at the urgent
solcitation -of ‘those high in authority in this House that I con-
sented to reverse myself and veted for the motion fo recommit,
and I have notedl with satisfaction the vindication of my original
attitude as shown by the subsequent action of the Democratic
majority of the House in agreeing to the conference report,
which substantially ineorporated the JTackson amendment, I
voted against the Sherwood pension bill, and I believe that in
s0 doing I was acting with the 'best Demoeratic thought in this
House and in this country. I advert to these matters in no
spirit of criticism of others, in no spirit of landation of mysalf,
and certainly in no desire to @mpelogize for my present attitude,
but merely to emphasize the regret which I feel now that the
parting of the ways has come.

I confess, however, that the poignanecy of my regret is greatly
tempered by the conviction that it is not I who am leaving the
reservation, but that it is the Democratic majority of this House
that is abandoning it and leaving six Democrats from Louisiana
and three Democrats from Colorado to hold the fort. It is
net I who am departing from the traditions of the Demoeratic
Party for more than half a century, so far as free sugar is
It is not T who am violating the provisions of the
Denver platform—the last autheritative pronouncement of the
Democratic Party. It is not T who am repudiating the prece-
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dents set by the Democratic majority in this Congress when it
fathered and supported bills for the gradual reduction of wool
and steel and textile fabrics and chemicals, and so forth.

From the Democratic viewpoint, sugar has always been re-
garded as the ideal revenue producer, and so has always been
subject to an import duty. Even when the Republicans enacted
the McKinley tariff law, and sugar for the first time was put
upon the free list, the injustice that would be worked was rec-
ognized by the award. of a bounty, a subsidy, to which I am
absolutely opposed, as my people were at that time. The Denver
platform, as we all know, declared for a gradual reduction of
tariff duties, and when it meant to single out a particular in-
dustry to be put upon the free list that industry was specifically
mentioned, as, for instance, in the case of lumber. It contained
no plank for free sugar. The majority of this House has, in
other tariff legislation submitted, adbered to the Denver plat-
form and provided for a gradual reduction of duties. Why is
sugar alone picked out to be put upon the free list? Why has
the sugar industry been marked for destruction?

We are told in explanation that there is a tremendous senti-
ment in this country in favor of free sugar, as shown by the
thousands and tens of thousands of petitions on file with the
Ways and Means Committee and sent to individual Members of
Congress.

I believe, in the first place, that many of these are of artificial
growth and are the results of the agitation conducted by one
Frank Lowry, self-styled secretary of the Wholesale Grocers’
Association and self-admitted representative of Spreckels, the
sugar king.

And, in the second place, I want to say that I do not believe
in government by initiative but in representative government,
with due consideration of the wishes not only of a certain part
of the people but with a view to meting out justice to all the
people. This legislation is sought to be justified by the present
high cost of living and the corresponding necessity of reducing
the duty on food products. Living should be made cheaper;
but I, for one, have not seen in this body any serious attempt
since Canadian reciprocity was defeated by the action of the
Dominion, to reduce the duty on meat or flour or other food
products. It is further contended that sugar should be placed
upon the free list because of the rapacity of the Sugar Trust,
whose illegal methods and operations are undoubtedly one of
the greatest scandals of latter-day business. I have absolutely
no sympathy for or interest in the Sugar Trust, nor have the
cane growers and sugar manufacturers of Louisiana. Why
should they be ruined in order to punish the Sugar Trust?
The recent hearings before the Hardwick investigating com-
mittee disclosed conclusively that there is no collusion between
the sugar interests of Louisiana and the American Sugar Re-
fining Co.—no connection at all between them, except such con-
nection as exists when a highwayman holds up a wayfarer on
a lonely road and at the peril of his life makes him stand and
deliver. Even the Columbus of the Sugar Trust, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Hagpwick], rabid advocate of free sugar
as he is, will admit that the hearings before his committee
showed that the cane growers and sugar manufacturers of
Lonisiana have no greater enemy than the Sugar Trust, except
possibly the gentlemen who are about to vote for this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the sugar industry of Louisiana represents
an investment of hundreds of millions of dollars—money in-
vested on the faith of a consistent course of fair dealing
adopted by the Congress of the United States to that industry.
The Louisiana sugar crop means from ten to twenty millions
of dollars per annum to the people of the city of New Orleaus,
whom I represent in part on this floor. I for one do not pro-
pose to see the State of Louisiana and the people of my dis-
trict garroted and crucified in any such manner as is pro-
posed: by this free-sugar bill if I can prevent it. I will not,
under the persuasive argument of party fealty, vote for a
mensure which contravenes the prineiples and platforms of
that party and at the same time imports ruin and disaster to
my constituency. I much prefer to receive the sneers and
taunts of those self-sufficient gentlemen who question the sin-
cerity of the Louisiana Democracy and who would seek to
read Democratic Representatives from Lounisiana out of the
Democratic Party. I do not intend to and I will not be read
out of the Democratic Party. I propose to stay in the Demo-
cratic Party, doing what I can to prevent it from making such
tremendous economic and political blunders as the majority of
this House is about to commit.

In conclusion I wish to make it clear that my unalterable
opposition to this measure is not coupled with any hostility
to the proposed excise tax. I shall vote for that measure, and
I hope that it will accomplish the objects desired by its cham-
pions and sponsors and that it will stand the tests of the courts.

I trust that it will reach those persons whom it should first
reach—those persons who unguestionably would be made to
disgorge under the operation of an income tax sanctioned by
constitutional warrant. I believe in an income tax. I stand
now where I did when a member of the General Assembly of
Louisiana. T was speaker of the house of representatives of
my State when the question of ratifying the income-tax amend-
ment was presented and with a large majority of that body I
voted for its ratification. Soon may the day come when it will
receive the approval of a sufficient number of States to give
Congress the authority and permission to impose, if necessary,
an undisguised income tax that will reach all classes of our
population and not depend for its legality on speculations and
predictions as to the attitude of the Supreme Court of the
United States as presently or hereafter constituted.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Greca].

Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, T rise to say
that I intend to support this bill. However, I expect that I
shall be absent to-morrow when the vote is taken, and there-
fore I desire to go on record now in favor of the bill

I support this measure, first, because I believe it is right,
because it is in keeping with the desires and sentiment of the
people of my district, who are in favor of removing all taxes
from the necessaries of life; the Federal Government has
neither legal nor moral right to tax the food that goes on the table
or the clothing that covers the bodies of the people; and, sec-
ondly, because the people of my district, by petitions number-

ing into the thousands, have requested me so to vote. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]
Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Mr. Chairman, I favor this bill. It

is an assanlt upon the Sugar Trust and a corresponding help
to the American people who have suffered for years from
| the burdens of taxation in order that millions might be mul-
tiplied in the hands of a few men. This Democratic House,
under the inspiring leadership of its distingnished Speaker,
CHaMP Crarg, and Oscar W. Uxbperwoop, has endeavored
to put upon the statute books laws that would lift the bur-
den of taxation from the backs of those least able to bear
it and place it on the shoulders of those fortunate enough
to have comfortable means and who would never feel any
burden from the imposition of an insignificant tax. We want
to make possible a decent living for the average man. Noth-
ing that the Democratic majority in this House has at-
tempted to do deserves such plaudits from the American pezople
as the bill now under consideration which, if made into law,
will bring home to the tables of every family in the land the
blessings of real tariff revision downward. The Payne-Aldrich
tariff law and high prices are still with us, and are as much an
issue in 1912 as they were in 1910. This legislation is designed
to cut down the high cost of living, and on that issue a It:; b-
lican majority was converted into a Democratic majority in this
House. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And we will con-
ticue this fight for the.people, though we have a Republican
Senate and President to challenge our efforts.

The Sugar Trust formerly competed with the beet-sugar in-
dustry, of which we have heard so much on the floor of this
House, and which has its champions from the States where that .
industry is paramount, demonstrating again the old saying that
“ Congress is but a convention of local envoys.” I understand
that when it was in competition with the beet-sugar industry it
was vociferous in its demands for free sugar; but now that it
controls the beet-sugar industry, its voice is not heard for
free sugar; but a greater voice than that of the trust is heard
for free sugar, and that is the voice of the American people,
crying out against the domination of this corporation. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

The Sugar Trust furnishes an example of unparalleled greed
in the history of protection. Not satisfied with the levy im-
posed upon the American people through the allowance and
the sufferance of the Republican Party, it proceeded to rob
the Government of millions by false weights, and since that
robbery it has disgorged over $2,000,000, in all probability but
a modicum of its ill-gotten gains. To-day the spectacle is pre-
sented of directors and ex-directors of the Sugar Trust standing
at the criminal bar of the United States courts, pleading to an
indictment of a violation of the anti-trust laws, and I take
pccasion to call the attention of this House to the langunge
of the United States district attorney, who characterized them
as sneaks, as conspirators, and as breakers of the tenth com-
mandment: “ Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’'s house.”

The testimony taken before the special committee of investi-
gation makes positively plain the fact that the consumer pays
the tax. More than $130,000,000 are taken from the pockets

of the American people annually to satisfy the insatiable greed
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of’ this sugar corporation. It is well at this time to dwell upon
the taxes levied on some commodities, some necessaries, and
some luxuries under the Payne-Aldrich tariff. Sugar bears a
tax of 78.87 per cent, while diamonds are taxed but 10 per cent.
I do not know how any advocate of protection, no matter if
he were mad in its advocacy, counld justify such a system of
taxation. [Applause.] Statuary and rare paintings are taxed
but 15 per cent, while the sweet necessity of the men who work
and toil, the only gnasi luxury in fact that some of them ever
eniny. sugar, is taxed at this exorbitant rate of T8.87 per cent.

The following table well illustrates the tremendous difference
in taxation on sugar, used by all, and the many luxuries used
by the few: ° ;

Duty on— Per cent.
Sugar. 78. 87
Champagne T0
Auntomobiles 45
Furs i = 50
Rare paintings and statuary 15
Plamonds ____ 10

If this bill becomes a law, and, of course, it has to run the
gantlet of the much-used vefo of President Taft, it would
effect a saving of about 2 cents per pound to the American peo-
ple on the amount of sugar they consumed last year. This
Democratic free-sugar bill means that the housewife purchas-
ing 10 pounds of sugar, for which she now pays GO cents, could
buy the same quantity for 40 cents. The saving to a family of
five persons. figuring the consumption for each person at S1.6
pounds, would be over $8 per year. :

Free sugar would stimulate the industry of canned and pre-
served fruits, and it is well to remember that at the time the
Payne-Aldrich tariff law was being enacted the National Can-
ners’ Association—which numbers nearly 3,000 firms—at their
annual convention in Louisville, Ky., passed a resolution urging
Congress to abolish the duty on raw and refined sugar because,
as stated in their resolution:

It is greatly deésired to offer the product of our factorles to the
consumer at the lowest possible cost.

The National Food Manufacturers adopted a similar resolu-
tion.

Free sugar would develop our export trade in jellies, jams,
and other preserved fruits and would increase the demand for
labor, Other industries which enter into the canning and pre-
serving industry would be correspondingly benefited. In this
class might be enumerated tin plate, glassware, labels, and cases.

That the consumer would get the benefit of the removal of
the tax on sugar is established by expert testimony before the
gpecial committee. Mr. Wallace P. Willett, a recognized sugar-
statistical expert (Hearings, p. 3547), said:

Whenever duty is taken off, the consumer gets the full benefit of the
amount of duty taken off and also a part of the lower cost of refining.

Mr. Claus A. Spreckels, president of the Federal Sugar Refin-
ing Co., an independent refinery (Hearings, p. 2245), said:

1 belleve that if you were to make sugar free it would reduce the
price of the sugar by the amount of duty.

To foster the beet-sugar and cane industry in the United
States, which produces 1,717,000,000 pounds, less than ore-qunar-
ter of the sugar annually consumed by the American people, we
are asked to continue this extortionate tariff fo the injury and
detriment ¢f 90,000,000 people.

The Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act levies these taxes:

Fresh beef, 13 cents per, pound.

Fresh mutton, 13 cents per pound.

Fresh pork, 14 cents per

Hams, 4 cents per pound.

Bacon, 4 cents per pound.

Lard and compounds, 13 eents per pound.
Sausage (except bologna), 25 per cent.
Flour, 25 per cent.

Bread, biscuits, wafers, 20 per cent.
Buckwheat flour, 25 per cent.

Oatmeal, 1 cent per pound.

Salt. 33 to 80 per cent.

Shoes, 10 per cent.

Sewing machines, 30 per cent.

Harness and saddlery, 20 to 35 per cent.
Wagons and carts, 45 per cent.

Lumber (average on rough and dressed), $2 per thousand feet.

This Democratic House placed these articles upon the free list
in response to the demand of the American people for relief
from excessive tariff taxation. Between the adverse vote of the
Republican Senate and the veto of a Republican President this
beneficent measure met its doom. A further effort on the part
of the Democratic Party to relieve the people of the payment of
over $£50,000,000 annually in tariff taxes on cotton and woolen
goods, including everything worn from a sock fo a hat, met the
same fate. In spite of the President’s own declaration that the
woolen schedule was indefensible, the President saw fit to veto
a measure which passed beth the House and Senate, and which
was designed to correct the very abuses which he himself criti-

cized. The same Executive disapproval was given to the totton
bill, designed to give cheaper clothing to the people, and provid-
ing a tariff rate sufficient to meet the difference in the wage cost
between this country and Europe. The trusts demanded that no
reduction be made, and the President vetoed these beneficent
measures. The common people have no rights or interests
which tariff-fed industries are bound to respect. The stand-
patters say of them:
*Take them up tenderly,
Touch them with care;
Tax them but slenderiy,
Funds come from there.”
[Laughter and applause.]
The people who use sugar have paid these taxes from 1897
to 1910 (date of latest Statistical Abstraet of the United States) :

12 o
1599 61, 000, 000
1800_ 57, 000, 000
1901 63, D00, 000
1902_ 000, 000
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1906 53, 000, 000
1907 60, 000, 000
1908 S 50, 000, 000
1909 56, 000, 000
1910 53, 000, 000

A tax of $750,000,000 paid on sugar in 14 short years!

Is it any wonder that the cost of living is high and that the
great body of the people are poor? This tax is equal to $53,-
000,000 per year, duty actually paid into the Treasury of the
United States upon imported dutiable sugar. But this is not
our entire load of sugar taxation. We have sugar which pays
the Government no tax, as follows:

Pounds.
Beet sugar. 1, 024, 938, 000
Cane sugar. 750, 400,

Hawailan sugar
Porto Rican sugar. 569, , 881
Philippine sugar. 175, 869, 730

Total 3, 630, 842, 088

On this quantity of raw sugar, untaxed by the Government,
there is placed a tax of 1.9 cents per pound by the reliners, who
take advantage of the import tax of 1.9 cents on refined sugar,
little or none of which is imported into this country, to increase
the price to the consumer. This refined-sugar tax keeps the
Ameriean sugar market in possession of the Sugar Trust.

From Cuba and other countries come 3,918583,677 pounds,
which are taxed at the customhouse. Our domestic sugar, to-
gether with the sugar of our insular possessions, when added
to the sugar imported from Cuba and other countries, makes a
total of T7,549,435,763 pounds. Deduct from this total the
amomnt exported, 189308952 pounds, and we have left for
American consumption 7,360,126,811 pounds, every pound of
which is taxed at the rate of 1.9 cents per pound, so far as the
consumer is concerned, making a grand total of more than
$139,000,000 paid annually as a sugar tax by the Ameriean peo-
ple. The United States Treasury gets but $53,000,000 of this
money, and the balance, about $86,000,000, is paid to the sugar
manufacturers of Louisiana, the beet-sugar manufacturers of
the West, the rieh planters of Porto Rico, Hawaii, the Philip-
pine Islands, and, last but not least, to the American sugar
refiners, commonly known as the Sugar Trust, which, it is need-
less to say, gets the lion’s share.

All of this money can be saved to the people by this Demo-
*eratic free-sugar bill, which will reduee the price of sugar to
all the people 2 cents n pound. Sugar is one of the necessities
of life and should be free from all taxation. Let the tax-
gatherer reach out his hand to the swollen fortunes of those
who have more than plenty and give the ordinary consumer a
chance. We ask as a sobstitute revenue measure for the sdgar
fax a tax on all incomes over £5,000 a year. Such a tax will
be just, equitable, and fair. Poor indeed must be the patri-
ofism of the man who, making from his business over $5.000
per year, wonld begrudge the. Government a tax of 1 per cent
on all over $5.000. A person having an income of less than
$5.000 per year would pay nothing.

Afr. Chairman, in conclusion let me say that in the State of
Rhede Island, one of the districts of which I have the honor to
represent, there is a registration law which compels men to reg-
ister on or before the 30th day of June in order to be qualified
for voting in November. I believe that all the legislation that
has been enacted by the Democratic majority of this House,
including this legislation, will appeal to my constituenfs, and
in order that they may be fully qualified to discharge their
duties in November I appeal to*the voters of Rhede Island to
register on or I?efore June 30, 1912, so that they may cast their
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ballots for the Democratic ticket in November. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. RAINEY. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. LaNTHICUM].

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I have the honor to repre-
sent that portion of the State of Maryland embracing the north-
ern section of the city of Baltimore. In Maryland we nominate
our candidates by direct vote of the people by a method known
to us as the Crawford County system, which gives to the voters
the choice of their candidates for office. In this way our officials
stand close to the people they represent, looking to them for
selection as well as election. Under this system it is customary
for the various candidates for nomination to issue a statement
or platform, setting forth their attitude toward the subjects of
public importance confronting the people and pledging their
poliey in the solution of these questions.

The high cost of living is a subject which the people of my
distriet regard as of paramount importance, and, representing, as
I do, both the wealthy and the plain people of our city and State,
it was my pledge to them when seeking nomination as a Repre-
sentative in this Congress that I would, in so far as the power
lay in me, by work, action, and vote, endeavor to relieve from
taxation as fast as the revenues of the Government would per-
mit those articles termed the necessaries of life, afnd thereby
remove from their stomachs and backs this unrighteous, un-
warranted, and inhuman burden. In accordance with that
pledge to my constituency I welcome the opportunity now
afforded this House to say whether or not sugar shall be placed
on the free list; and in voting for the removal of the present
tax, as I shall do, I desire fo submit to this Chamber a state-
ment of the causes which influence me to this action.

RESULTS OF PROTECTION.

In his interesting account Dean Swift tells us how Capt. Gul-
liver, that illustrious voyager, cast by chance upon the shores of
Lilliput, fell into a sleep, from which he awoke to discover him-
gelf the captive of a diminutive people by comparison with
whom he was an immense giant. Despite his massive bulk and
overtowering strength, he found that during his interval of
unconsciousness he had been securely bound, the vietim of those
who, in the rage of his predicament, he fain would have de-
stroyed.

To-day we behold the most prosperous Nation in the world
aroused from a period of political adolescence to find itself in
the historic predicament of Capt. Gulliver. Awakened at last,
the people of these United States discover themselves the pros-
trate victims of law-defying trusts, illegal combines, and tariff-
created monopolies, whose ensnaring meshes render them power-
less to escape their exactions; and though, like Gulliver, they
possess the strength to tear their enemies asunder, they are for
the moment unable to move and can utter only a roar.

This spectacle is the legitimate product of a fair trial of years’
duration of the protective-tariff policy of the Republican Party.
Within that period, which might preperly be termed the “ golden
age” of trusts, combines, and monopolies, the domination of
Congress in the interest of the great industrial organizations of
this country was so nearly absolute as to fairly warrant the
inference that we were deteriorating from a government of man
to a government by property. Tt is true that in the rearrange-
ment of affairs made necessary by changed conditions the wages
of labor have advanced, but nowhere in proportion to the in-
creased cost of living. The balance is on the wrong side of the

ledger.
TARIFF AND TRUSTS.

I do not believe my Republican friends will deny that the fer-
tile soil of tariff protection has given root to those industrial
consolidations termed “ trusts.” Likewise, I do not believe that
my friends on the other side of this House will deny the state-
ment that accompanying the advent of trusts has come the in-
crease in the cost of the necessities of life. Investigations con-
ducted by agents of this Government reveal these conditions
and expose to the public the well-oiled machinery by which the
people have been systematically plundered through arbitrary
advances in price dictated by no other reason than the desire
to secure abnormal profits. It is said, Mr. Chairman, “ Though
the mills of God grind slowly, yet they grind exceeding small.”
It is a hopeful augury of the return of better conditions that the
Sugar Trust, the Tobacco Trust, and the Oil Trust have been
haled into the courts and punished to some extent for their
iniguitous and illegal acts, and that the Steel Trust is now
awaiting its turn.

But the punishment they have sustained will hardly deter
them from a renewal of their guilt if conditions are to remain
such as to make possible a repetition of their offenses. It has

been said, “ Opportunity makeg the thief,” and I believe that it
is admitted as equally truthful that the * tariff breeds monopoly

and monopoly creates trusts.” Therefore to strike at the root
f:f gl&e evil we must remove the primary cause, and that is the
ariff,

THE SUGAR TRUST.

Of all trusts that have reared their heads under the vicious
principle of tariff protection, no other one has so completely
embraced all classes of the American people as the Sugar Trust.
Its remorseless tentacles exact tribute from every age of
mankind, ranging from the infant in the cradle to the feeble
patriarch on the brink of the grave. I am glad that in this
Congress we are to-day taking the first and most important
step toward protecting the American people from a continuance
of its rapacity.

In defense of the sugar industry the Republican Party con-
tends that if we deprive it of tariff protection we will destroy
one of the country's valuable industrial assets. They believe
that such an industry has a right to protection, even though
such protection may involve the taxation of the whole American
people. The Democratic Party denies this right. It holds that
the power to tax was incorporated in our Constitution for the
sole purpose of producing revenue to run this Government,
economically administered, and that taxation for any other
object is not within the purview and intent of those who framed
our Constitution. It does not believe that the people of these
United States should be taxed in order that special privileges
maylbe extended to any business, any industry, or any class of
people.

Special privilege is the rock upon which monarchies are
founded. It is incompatible with the theory of our form of
government. y

Let us examine briefly the operation of the present law under
which the sugar industry is protected by the tariff.

The present annual consumption in the United States is set
down at 3,500,000 tons, derived from the following sources:

Tons.
Raw cane, duty paying, chiefly from Cuoba__ . _____ 1, 800, 000
Raw cane, domestic, from Porto Rico____________________ 3200, 00
Raw cane, domestic, from Louisiana . ___________________ 300, 000
Raw cane, domestic, from Hawallan Islands______________ 500, 000
Total cane sogar 2, 900, 000
Beet sugar produced United States ——— 600, 000
Total e 3, 500, 000

If the Government got the benefit of this protective tariff in
its entirety and received about 1% cents from each pound which
the consumer buys, then conditions would not be quite so in-
equitable; but the fact is that while the duty destroys all pos-
sibility of foreign competition the Sugar Trust—which con-
trols the market—fixes the selling price of all its product at
an amount not less than the price of the foreign product plus
the tariff. In this way the Sugar Trust collects on the 3,500,000
tons it sells to the American people an amount aggregating
about $115,000,000. It pays duty only on the 1,800,000 tons im-
ported from Cuba, amounting to about $53,000,000. Thus by
this transaction it is enabled to put the remaining $62,000,000
into its pockets as profits.

But some will say—and may I say it is good Republican doec-
trine—* We shonld foster and protect the Louisiana planters
and the beet-sugar growers.” Let us consider them. These
planters and growers furnish about one-fourth of the sugar
consumed in the United State. As the duty is over 1% cents per
pound, it means that our Republican friends would continue
to saddle the American people with a tax equivalent to over
6 cents per pound to benefit the limited few and foster these
two American industries.

THE LOUISIANA PLANTERS.

The Louisiana planters of sugar cane have received the fos-
tering care of the Government throngh protection or bounty for
over a hundred years, at a cost to the American people of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. Yet this industrial infant is cry-
ing as lustily as ever for tariff favors. Though this industry
has been the recipient of this hothousing process for a century,
it is to-day producing only about 8% per cent of the sugar we
require. Surely it is high time that we should return to that
Jeffersonian doctrine of equal rights to all and special privileges
to none.

BEET-SUGAR INDUSTRY.

Upward of 80 per cent of the property of the beet-sugar in-
dustry is owned or controlled by ‘the Sugar Trust. Lastyearthe
beet-sugar industries earned about 16 per cent on their stock,
one-half of which is watered, earnings equivalent, therefore, to
32 per cent on the actual money invested. It is consequently
apparent that the removal of the tariff on sugar is not likely
to greatly affect them.

Mr. Chairman, our esteemed leader, Mr. Uxperwoop, in
answer to Mr. Rucker's question, “ When does an industry be-
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come an adult?” speaking in reference to the beet-sugar indus-
try, replied: “ The time when these industries were really in-
fants runs to a time when the memory of the present generation
runneth not to the contrary.”

“ But that is not so with the beet industry,” said Mr. RUCKER.

“They are all ‘beat’ industries,” interjected Mr. JAMES,
“beating the American people out of money.”

This recalls the inordinate greed of the Sugar Trust and the
truthfulness of Mr. JAMES'S remark,

THE AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO.

This gigantic trust, the American Sugar Refining Co., has
grown rich and opulent upon the special privileges and benefits
dispensed to it under a system of protection promulgated by and
sacred to the Republican Party, by means of which it has been
enabled to exploit the American people and filch from them hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, This trust, which stifles competi-
tion, closes down and dismantles refineries—as it has done at
my own city of Baltimore—throwing out of employment hun-
dreds of unfortunates who have secured homes in the vicinity,
expecting permanent employment, is controlled by such insatiate
greed that it stoops to tricks and devices to which the poorest
dealer would spurn to resort. Not satisfied with the advantages
obtained, its dupes criminally underweigh imported sugar so
that its profits might be even greater.than a beneficent Govern-
ment allows. . -

It seems, however, that the old adage, “ It's an ill wind that
blows nobody any good,” is especially applicable here. I have
heard it said that the San Jose scale was a blessing to the fruit
growers in that it compelled them to spray their.trees and
thereby obtain perfect fruit, which spraying they should have
been doing always.

I have heard that the boll weevil was not as disastrous to the
prosperity of Texas as at first feared. It compelled the farmers
to grow a diversity of crops instead of placing their entire de-
pendence in one crop. Having produced articles for home use,
they were not compelled to send outside to buy.

Great political investigations, while disastrous to the imme-
diate participants, have benefited the community at large in
that they have cleared the political atmosphere and caused the
passage of salutary laws, rendering repetition impossible in the
future.

And so I believe that the outrageous fraud perpetrated
againat the Government by which the pockets of the Sugar
Trust were crammed with ill-gotten gain has done as much to
awaken the people of this country to a full realization of the
true echaracter of that corrupt organization as any other one
thing. It helped to place the control of this House in our party.
and the people of this country are looking to the Democratic
Party to see whether or not it will redeem the pledges by which
it eame into power and whether they will be given relief from
this burden they are now bearing.

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the operation of trusts must have
begun during the very early days of the history of man. Mat-
thew, in his seriptural writing, xxiii, 4, uses language that so
vividly describes the modern trust that he could have well had
it in contemplation when he wrote:

For they bind heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them
on men’s shoulders; but they themselves will not move them with one
of their fingers.

And that indietment is still true. The trusts, combines, and
monopolies which have grown fat under the fostering care of
protection will never move a finger to lift this grievous burden
of taxation from the shoulders of the American people. Free
sugar will lift one of these burdens. That was demonstrated
under the McKinley tariff, when the duty was removed, and
sugar immediately dropped 2 cents per pound, to the great relief
of our people.

We are told, Mr. Chairman, by the patron saints of protection
that sugar has always been regarded as one of the natural
revenue producers of Government and that the present tax on
sugar should therefore be retained in order that the Government
may continue to receive the $53,000,000 now produced by such
importation. The Democratic Party proposes to remove this
duty from sugar, thereby lifting at the same time $115,000,000
taxes off the American people. They propose to replace this
revenue through the imposition of an excise tax levied against
those doing business as individuals and copartnerships whose
incomes are in excess of $5,000 annually.

WHERE THE TAX BELONGS,

I have always believed that the bulk of taxation should be
borne by those of large means and great incomes, and that those
of limited means, earning their living by the sweat of their
brow and by their brawn and musecle creating the wealth of
the world, should be freed from this burden as far as possible.
It was for this reason that I took pleasure in voting, when a
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member of the legislature of my State, for that resolution pro-
viding an amendment to the Constitution of the United States
known as the income amendment, giving to the National Gov-
ernment the right to tax incomes.

And why is this not the true principle of taxation? Is not
a very large part of the revenues of Government expended in
the protection of property and property rights from which these
incomes are derived? And does not this protection inure to the
benefit of the owners of the property?

An excise tax upon the corporate business of the country has
been declared constitutional by the Supreme Court, and now
the Democratic Party proposes to create an excise tax upon all
individual and copartnership business whose incomes are in
excess of $5,000 annually, which merely extends and makes more
complete and equitable the corporation-tax law by applying it to
all business, whether conducted by a corporation, individual, or
firm. Certainly there can be no objection nor any constitutional
prohibition. A corporation is nothing more or less than a com-
bination of individuals doing business, and if constitutional to
tax the business of a corporation, the same rule would apply
“‘“}f equal force to business when conducted by an individual
or firm.

God in His wise providence has seen fit to endow our land with
vast natural resources, such as gold, silver, copper, and iron.
Mines producing untold wealth, oil wells from which fabulous
fortunes have been amassed, have contributed in part to the
material blessings of our people. Waterfalls and fast-fiswing
streams have been harnessed by the inventive genius of man,
and the hydroelectric power thus secured used to light cities
and towns and villages for miles around, furnishing the sub-
stitute by which is relieved the muscles of many toilers and
making possible illuminating effects that have become the won-
der of the age.

These things has nature given us. Man has merely pre-
empted them. Through this acquisition of easy wealth, as well
as through other channels, tremendous fortunes have accumu-
lated that are steadily growing in magnitude year by year, yet
failing to pay to Government by way of tax their just propor-
tion for that protection and security which makes possible their
peaceful enjoyment.

Justice is the greatest charity that man can give. To take
the burden of taxation off the income of the man of small means
and place it upon this great accumulation of idle wealth is
manifestly right and proper.-

PLEDGES FULFILLED.

Reviewing the activities of the Democratic Party during the
year it has been in power,'I find ample in that record to sustain
the confidence of the people. In accordance with its pledges
to reduce the cost of living it has passed bills providing for a
lower tariff on wool and cotton, a farmers’ free list bill, & rteel
bill, a revision of the chemical schedule, and a number of other
important measures essential to the general welfare of the
country. There can be no doubt that the one big issue before
the couniry to-day is that of the tariff. So far the Democratic
Party has promptly and courageously discharged every obliga-
tion in the platform on which it came into power. It is on this
record, fully and faithfully carried out, that it will seek a con-
tinuation of the people’s goed will in order that it may finish the
work so well begon.

Mr., Chairman, since I have been a member of this Congress
I have endeavored to take an active part in its proceedings and
to fully and fairly and impartially represent all the people of
my distrjet. When this session is ended I shall be able to return
to them with a record of votes cast, measures enacted into law,
and things accomplished for my district from which they can
determine for themselves whether I have proven a worthy rep-
resentative of their interests, entitled to a continuance of their
suffrage.

I will be able to tell them that I have secured the nuthoriza-
tion of the necessary survey preliminary to the widening of the
important York Spit channel leading to the port of Baltimore;
that I am practically assured a change of the present undesir-
able site for our immigration station and the erection of ade-
quate buildings fully in harmony with the important position of
Baltimore as a port of immigrant entry; that I have taken a’
prominent part in that great national movement under way for
good roads, my bill setting forth my ideas as to the treatment of
that subject being accorded particular commendation by such
national journals as Colliers and the Saturday Evening Post;
that I have advoecated that the memorial authorized by Con-
gress to Abraham Lincoln be in the form of a great highway
from Washington to Gettysburg, a practical and enduring trib-
ute to his memory; that as an active participant in the work:
of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association I have helped
direct the attention of the country to Maryland's intense interest
in its plan of waterway improvement; that through the bill
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which I introduced in the House of Representatives many hos-
pitals of Baltimore, maintained largely through charitable dona-
tions, will have had remitted fines imposed for the technical vio-
lation of the aleohol-tax law, amounting to many thousands of
dollars, while the hospitals of the country at large will profit
to the extent of upward of a million dollars or more; that 1
have made extensive distribution among my constituents of the
valuable and instructive literature issued by the Government.
In this record, relating particularly to my district, I take pride,
But all this I count as naught in comparison with my support
of those measures designed to relieve the people of the tax on
their stomachs and backs, and particularly of my support of this
bill, which, if passed by the Senate and signed by the President,
will relieve the 92,000,000 people of our country from that daily
and almost hourly burden.
FPROTECTION OF OUR MERCHANT MARINE,

The Panama Canal—that engineering wonder of the world—
will soon be finished and opened to the commerce of all nations.
Great functions are being arranged to celebrate its opening,
and I bope to be there. But I fear I shall be much disap-
pointed when I see great ships plowing through its channels
bearing the flags of all nations and behold the absence of many
bearing the Star-Spangled Banner, because a tariff system
inauogurated and maintained by the Republican Party has prac-
tically driven our merchant marine from the high seas. I want
to see the policy of the Democratic Party adopted by legislating
for the masses and not for the classes and special interests, I
want to gee the harbor of Baltimore filled as it was under the
old régime with ships of burden from every clime; her fac-
tories busy producing goods and wares for the markets of the
world and not restricted to production for home consumption
alone.

Carved in granite on the front of Union Station in Washington
is the motto:

He that would bring home the wealth of the Indies, must carry the
wealth of the Indies with him.

And so it is. If we would sell to the world, we must destroy
our obsolete protective tariff walls and enter into trade rela-
tions with all nations, thereby requiring the production of more
goods and giving employment to more workmen and more
producers. We must be willing to buy from them and to use
the goods and wares which they have to exchange if we would
have them wvse the products of American labor.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I left?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 23 minutes.

Mr. RAINEY. I yield the balance of my time to the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. WickrLiFFe].

Mr, WICKLIFFE, Mr. Chairn:an, for the first time during
my two terms of service in this House I feel it incumbent upon
me to oppose in part the action of the Democratic caucus of
Friday, March 1, last, to wit, in so far as its recommendation
of H. R. 21213, a measure to place sugar upon the free list, is
concerned.

It gives me pleasure to state that, in so far as the other
measure recommended by that caucus is concerned—H. R.
21214, a measure .to leyy a special excise tax on incomes—it
meets“with my hearty approval, and I shall vote for it with
great satisfaction, though possibly some of the “commitiee of
wholesale grocers,” of which Mr. Frank C. Lowrey is pseudo
secretary, may prefer that I should refrain from so doing.

In failing to abide by the caucus action of my party on this
occasion, I am in no sense transgressing the rules of our party
organization in this House, as such rules very wisely provide
that where a member of our party has made pledges to his
constituents prior to his election, which pledges would be con-
travened were such Member to vote as the caucus has directed,
he may, after proper notice given of his intentions so to do,
refuse to abide by such caucus actlon. I have complied with
the rules of the Democratic eaucos in that respect, and as my
friends and colleagues on this side of the Chamber well know,
I am still “ on the reservation.”

Mr, Chairman, I wish to register at this time and in this
place my most vigorous protest against the passage of the
measure first referred to—H. R. 21218—a bill which at one
“ fell swoop ” places sugar upon the free list.

The enactment into law at this time of such a measure, com-
ing as it does without notice or warning of any kind to the pro-
ducers of that article save since the caucus action of March 1,
finding all those engaged in the culture of sugar cane in my
State totally unprepared therefor, would for these and many
other reasons work ruin to the uttermost in the cane-growing
section of my State and my district. The State of Louisiana
produced in the year 1910 a erop of 325,000 tons of cane sugar,
in round numbers, of a gross value, including the by-products
of the cane, of approximately $30,000,000,

Five of the twelve parishes composing the distriet which I
have the honor to represent produced in that same year ap-
proximately 60,000 tons of sugar, nearly one-fifth of all tlie cane
sugar produced in the United States in that year, and of a gross
value of over $5,000,000. I take the year 1910, as that is the
last year for which the most accurate figures are now available
by parishes. 3 ;

In addition to the land cultivated in eane in my district, there
are situated therein not less than 50 mills engaged in the mang-
facture of cane sugar or cane sirup. To give an accurate esti-
mate of the value of these mills would be a difficult matter, and
I have no figures from any reliable source available at this
time so that I could give same in detail. It is safe to say, how-
ever, bearing in mind the above limitations on the estimate,
that these mills alone, separate from the surrounding lands,
represent an outlay of from seven to ten million dollars, ex-
clusive of land values.

Should this measure become a law it would mean the end of
cane culture in my district, and the consequential abandonment
of all these costly buildings and the surrendering of them to
“bats and owls.” And however it may be contended that these
lands can be turned into other crops, it must be remembered
that leaving out the entire matter of improvements referred to,
it takes three years to get into cane culture, and it takes three
years to go out of cane culture.

To -say-that this great agrieultural industry would not be
wiped out by such a Inw as this enacted at this time is to urge
a most illogical proposition; for you would thereby place the
cane grower in a position where he must buy, as he has hitherto
bought, in a protected market practically everything which he
gonmmee, and must sell in a free-trade market all that he Iu'r,:l-I

uces. -

Every article of importance which he requires, from the
plow in the field, which turns the furrow for planting, to tha
centrifugal in the sugar mill, which ultimately yields up the
manufactured product, is on the dutiable list. Every chain in
the carrier, every boiler, flywheel, engine, crusher, roller, vae-
uum pan, filter press, and centrifugal, and the innumerable
other parts of the machinery, and so forth, that go to make up
the total essentials of the modern sugar mill were purchased in
a protected market; and now you would force the cane grower,
not by a gradual reduction of the duty, as called for in the
Democratic platform, but at one siroke of the free-trade pen, to
compete with all the world, with Java, where labor is paid 12
cents per day, and with Cuba, Russia, Germany, and other coun-
tries given an equal footing in the American market, and at the
same time enjoying many artificial advantages in addition to
whatever natural advantages as to climate they may possess
over the American cane grower.

I believe the enactment into law of this measure at this time
would be as harsh a policy, or even more harsh, than any civil-
ized country has ever adopted toward its citizens or subjects.

The Democratic leaders in the last national convention must
have given due consideration to the effect of such legislation,
and must have had same in mind when they took the broad
and generous view that however contrary to their ideas of eco-
nomics may have been the method of fostering industries by a
protectiye tariff, they realized that many industries of this
country had been so fostered, and however wrong and repug-
nant to their ideas of taxation the system may have been,
nevertheless, realizing that to suddenly and radically change to
anything like a free-trade basis would mean ruin and disaster
for the time being at least, they very wisely adopted a plank at
the Denver convention in 1908 declaring for gradual reduction
and not for free trade. >

Hence, whatever may be the eriticism of the protective tariff
system and however indefensible our leaders in that convention
may have considered the system by which different industries
of the country had been fostered, the Democratic Party gave
its solemn pledge to the country that gradual reduction and not
sudden and radical free trade would be the policy of our party.
Therefore I assert that this measure is directly in contradie-
tion of the letter and spirit of the last national Democratie
platform. [Applause.]

I am not contending that the platform of the Democratie
Party under any interpretation whatsoever can be construed
into meaning that the sugar schedule should not be revised.
From a strictly Democratic point of view it is difficult to defend
either the duty on refined sugar or the Duteh standard, as con-
tained in the present schedule, as revenue producers. I realize
fully that the Democratic members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee look upon this matter almost solely from the standpoint
of the revenue which the duty on an article produces. Their
ideal maxim has hitherto seemed to be: “A minimum of duty con-
sistent with a maximum of revenue.” Therefore I submit that,
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in view of the Democratic platform of 1908 and the Democratic
ideal just defined, and so" often advocated by Democrats upon
this floor, that the pending measure is absolutely repugnant to
the above doctrine. The Dutch standard and the duty on re-
fined sugar do not result in the production of revenue to the
Government, about $60,000 being collected from the duty on
refined sugar last year. But the duty on what is commonly
known as raw sugar is right now at a point where it is the most
ideal revenue producer of the entire dutiable list, from agate to
zine, the revenue derived therefrom adding annually to the
Treasury between fifty and sixty millions of dollars, the amount
for the years ending June 30, 1909, June 30, 1910, and June 30,
1011, for example, being, in round numbers, $56,000,000, $52,-
600,000, and $52,000,000, respectively.

This enormous revenue is derived almost entirely from im-
portations of 96° test sugars, the duty thereon being 1.68%;

that is to say, 1.68 cents per pound, importations from Cuba.

enjoying a 20 per cent reduction.

Now, let us see if this has been practically demonstrated to
come within the definition of “A minimum of duty consistent
with a maximum of revenue.” TUnder the provisions of the
last Democratic tariff measure to become law, the Wilson bill,
the duty was 40 per cent ad valorem, and the importations
during the three years’ existence of that law were, respectively,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1895, 563,639 tons; for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1896, 1,772,081 tons; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1897, 2,243,854 tons, none of which
was either free or preferential; and the revenues therefrom for
these years were, respectively, $15,000,000, $30.000,000, and
$41,000,000, in round numbers, the average being $29,000,000
per annum, which was yielded from a duty of 40 per cent ad
valorem. TUnder the present duty on raw sugar the importa-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908, amounted to
1,685,000 tons; for the succeeding year, 2,094,000 tons; and for
the succeeding year, 1,900,000 tons, in round numbers, and the
revenues derived therefrom were $50,000,000, $56,000,000, and
$53,000,000, respectively, notwithstanding the free sugar coming
from Porto Rico and Hawaii, amounting to, approximately, an
average of 700,000 tons annually for each of those respective
years, and the duty-free sugar from the Philippines, which has
been coming il since 1009 at the average rate of, say, 200,000
tons per annum. Yet, notwithstanding the enormous percent-
age of Cuban importations, averaging approximately 1,600,000
tons during the last four years, all of which enjoyed a preferen-
tial reduction of duty of 20 per cent, we find the National
Treasury to be the recipient of larger revenues from the exist-
ing duty on raw sugars than ever before under any former duty.
[Applause.]

Now, reducing, theoretically—for the purpose of this illustra-
tion—the present specific rate on raw or, rather, 96 test sugar,
from 1.68% specific to its equivalent ad valorem, we find it to
amount to a duty of 53 per cent ad valorem. Therefore, we
have tried in the most practical manner during the last 17
years both the 40 per cent ad valorem and the equivalent of a
53 per cent ad valorem, respectively, and we find that the
former, even when favored by no free nor preferential importa-
tion interfering therewith, falls annually more than $24,000,000
below the 53 per cent eguivalent, which yields a total of
$53,000,000 annually. The difference is in reality greater than
I have set forth here, as in many years the revenue has been
over $60,000,000.

So we have before us not a mere theoretical idea, but the
actual demonsiration in recent years that a specific duty of
1.681—the equivalent of 53 per cent ad valorem—is an ideal
Democratic revenue duty, yielding a revenue most ample,
and in thorough accord with the Democratic principle, “A mini-
mum of duty consistent with a maximum of revenue,” not build-
ing a tariff wall so high that none other may come in, nor con-
stroeting the fence so low that revenue to run the expenses of the
Government will not be yielded amply. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the reasons which I have just
given, there are further reasons that may be urged from the
standpoint of our party and its declarations in the platform
referred to which have recently been given emphasis in part
by our distinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, which, according to my view, furnish strong argument
why this measure ghould not pass this body.

The distinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee [Mr. UxpERwoon] has stated with reference to the effect
of the passage of this measure upon the products of domestic
sugar:

Placing sugar on the free list will reduce their profits, but it will not
desvroy the industry in the United States—
thereby demonstrating that it is not the intention of the
Democratic leaders to designedly destroy any industry in our

country. In considering this an element to be taken into con-
sideration, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UxpErwoop] evi-
dently had in mind that plank of the Democratic platform
referred to, which reprobates the radical swing of the pen-
dulum from protection to free trade.

By the above declaration the gentleman from Alabama at once
opens the way to the discussion of the evil effects vel non which
this radieal legislation will have upon those interested in cane
culture and sugar making.

The distinguished chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee is, however, wholly in error with regard to the ultimate
effect of this legislation. For instance, the Hardwick com-
mittee finds that the testimony before them from the cane
growers of Louisana is to the effect that the cost of producing
raw cane sugar in Louisiana—96 test—is 3} cents per pound.
Now, the gentleman from Alabama claims that the placing of
sugar upon the free list will cheapen the cost to the consumer
1% cents per pound. As the average price even for granulated
sugar during the past 10 years has been § cents, approximately,
and as the cost of refining and passing through the refiner's
hand must be added to the 83 cents cost of producing raw sugar,
in making up the price of granulated it clearly appears that,
taking the contention of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoop], we find by analyzing the figures that the enact-
ment of this measure into law would reduce the price of raw
sugar so that it would be below the cost of production. Thus
the immediate prostration and ruin of the entire agricultural
section of my State and district in which sugar-cane is grown,
would follow., This measure, should it become a law at this
particular time, would possibly result in more injury and dis-
aster than anything which could happen in the cane-growing
section of my district and State, for the following reasons:

With the advent of the cotton-boll weevil into my State our
cotton crop went down from 1,000,000 bales, in round numbers,
produced in the year 1904 to as low as one-quarter million bales
in 1910; and in the 12 parishes which I have the honor to
represent our yield dropped from 180,000 bales in the year
1904 to 10,000 bales in 1910. The relief from this appalling
situation was in the main the diversification of crops, especially
in so far as the alluvial section of my district was concerned.
In the parishes of Pointe Coupee, West Baton Rouge, Iberville,
Ascension, and parts of East Baton Rouge, where cane culture
had been followed in part for many years with as fair profits
as from the usual agricultural avocations, the cotton farmers
in great numbers went into cane growing to a more or less
extent. Thousands of small farmers owning 50 and 100 and
200 acre farms planted cane and with satisfactory results, sell-
ing their cane by tonnage or else on a basis of sugar content,
to the different growers who operated mills, until to-day the
small farmer is as vitally interested in this legislation as the
man who owns many hundred acres. Take the parish of Pointe
Coupee as an example—a parish which produced 60,000 bales
of cotton in 1904 and only 7,000 bales in 1910—wwhile the transi-
tion from cotton to cane is somewhat costly and necessitates
different eultural methods, the culture of cane in the parish
mentioned last, as well as those heretofore referred to, has
been found to be a relief from the present inability of our
people to raise cotton under boll-weevil conditions in the alln-
vial sections of my State and district.

While cane culture in the district which I represent is in
the main confined to the western portion thereof, our farmers,
not only in the parishes referred to, but all over the remainder
of the 12, even in the upland parishes, are following, as one
of the avenues of diversification, sirup making on a small
scale, and while sirup is not made in large guantities, save in
the aliuvial section where the larger mills are sitnated, yet the
smaller mills are to-day engaged in making some sirup for
sale to local consumers as well as for home use in every parish
of my district, while in the alluvial section brands of sirups,
famous throughout the land, are made under most modern im-
proved methods and by costly machinery.

However small the outfit of the humblest sirup maker in the
pine lands.of Lounisiana may be, the passage of .this measure
will affect him in proportion to his circumstances and the
amount of his product just as much as it will affect the owner
and grower on the large plantations in proportion to invest-
ment, for sirups as well as sngar are placed on the free list
by the provisions of this measure.

Mr. Chairman, I desire to disabuse the minds of the Members
of this House of the false impression that many seem to have,
to the effect that only a few large landed proprietors would be
adversely affected by the passage of this legislation. Whatever
of truth there may have been in such a statement with refer-
ence to conditions in former years, the facts are to-day as I
have stated them, and thousands of our farmers in the alluvial
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sections of our State, who formerly grew cotton, are now grow-
ing cane as their staple product.

You are not striking down solely the large landed proprietors;
you are inelunding in the tumbrels of this revolutionary measure
thousands of hard-working and industrious farmers who, when
their cotton crops had been distroyed by the cotton-boll weevil,
bravely turned to this avenue of agriculture instead of giving
up in despair as some might have done, until to-day, all over
the alluvial sections of Louisiana, the culture of cane has
greatly increased. I admit that there are some men of large
. means who are engaged in this industry, though they are few

in numbers in comparison with the number of individuals of
small means who grow sugar cane,

There are men engaged in this pursuit who have been suc-
cessful, and there are those similarly engaged upon whom for-
tune has not smiled; some have been successful through their
own efforts, industry and thrift counting in this calling just
as in any other, and likewise there have been those who,
through no fault of their own, have been less fortunate than
the first. But so it is with regard to every avocation which
man may follow.

In considering the disaster resulting to my State, in the event
this measure should become a law, it must be remembered that,
in addition to the actual cane growers whom it would ruin,
there will be also cut off from both eommon and skilled labor
an important avenue of employment, while those who have
made a specialty or profession of this important avenue of
agriculture, suoch as sugar makers, sugar chemists, and so

forth, will find themselves with no field for employment in
the land of their nativity.

Thus coming right upon the heels of the boll-weevil disaster,
which reduced Louisiana’s cotton erop 75 per cent, the ruin of
the eane-growing industry would see our State with her two
main agricultural pursuits prostrate at the same time. In op-
posing this measure I am acting in no wise from any private
selfish motive for gain to myself individually, but am serving
the best interest of the people whom I represent. $

In so far as any private interests of my own are concerned,
I will say that I am not engaged in cane growing and have no
moneyed interests whatsoever therein. I was reared on a cot-
ton farm and still reside in the uplands of Louisiana. The
parish of West Feliciana, where I reside, is only partially
alluvial, though in those sections which are alluvial cane is
grown as successfully as in any portion of the State.

The State farm, which is in my parish, has in recent years
been placed under cane culture, changing from cotfon to that
industry for the reasons I have heretofore deseribed, and only
last year a sugar factory was erected by the State of Louisiana
thereon at a cost of nearly $400,000. This represents an invest-
ment toward which every taxpayer in Louisiana has con-
tributed, and on their behalf, also, I wish to again reiterate
my protest against this legislation which once effective will
mean a practically total loss of the large sum so expended.

A great deal has been said here wpon this floor with refer-
ence to free-sugar legislation being a good way to get rid of
the American Sugar Refining Co.’s monopoly.

Let me state right here that the American Sugar Refining
Co., more familiarly known as the Sugar Trust, is the worst
enemy the Louisiana cane grower has ever known. Not only
has this grasping monopoly exacted for years from the Louisi-
ana sugar producer 15 cents per 100 pounds on all sales made
to that company, without warrant, consideration, or valid rea-
son, other than its insatiable greed to exact tribute from those
who are helpless to protect themselves, but they have in every
covert and, in my opinion, illegal way known to the most
artful dodger of the Sherman antitrust law, ground underfoot
the Louisiana sugar producer for the trust’s own private gain.

The methods of the American Tobacco Co. in the past toward
the tobacco growers of Tennessee and other sections were not
more reprehensible than those of the Sugar Trust foward the
Louisiana producer; and as a crowning infamy we find this
corporation caught red-handed in the act of smuggling sugar
into the United States, thereby indirectly robbing the Federal
Treasury of millions of dollars in just import duties and at
the same time illegally bringing into the American market
their raw material in direct competition with and in order to
further beat down the price of the Louisiana producer of 96-
test sugar. And now the Ways and Means Committee of the
Democratic Party in this House, while honestly and sincerely
believing that they were acting against the selfish interest of
this gigantic monopoly, have innocently allowed themselves to
be deceived into doing exactly what the Sugar Trust wanted
them to do, namely, to admit their raw material duty free, so
that they may have to resort to smuggling no more and thus
avoid the toils of the law in the days to come, in so far as that
particular offense is concerned.

Mr. Chairman, I have read of the bold and daring, though
heartless acts of the buccaneers of the Spanish main; I have
listened as a child to the pathetic story of the death of the
‘beautiful Theodosia Burr at the impious hands of the heartless
outlaws of the high seas; I have as one of the earliest recol-
lections of my childhood days in my Louisiana home still en-
graved upon my memory the story I learned at my parents’ knee
of Lafitte, the pirate and his daring band of bold bad men; I
have never forgotten the story of Robin Hood and his brave
man, Little John, who under the greenwood tree filched the
pockets of the rich nobles and opulent merchants of merry Eng-
land. But in all these men, while there may have been a pre-
ponderance of bad, there is some point somewhere in their
careers that at least, to some extent, tempers our condemnation
of their acts with admiration for their courage and maghanim-
ity; there are some acts for good, or there is some day of
repentence, somewhere in their history which causes one to
draw the mantle of Christian charity over their faults and their
erimes, and at times not only to forgive but even to admire
them. Henry Morgan may have been a buccaneer in its trme
sense of the word, but he had courage and was at least a bold
bad man who risked his life in the open; the heartless pirates
who took the life of Theodosia Burr sailed in open defiance of
all the civilized nations of the world, flying the flag of no
country and committing depredations wupon all, but their
methods were those of the daring robber and not the methods
of the sneak thief; Lafitte, whatever infamy may have attached
to his early career, wiped out all stain upon his name by join-
Ing with old Andrew Jackson and risking his life in defense of
yonder flag against a foreign foe, on January 8, 1815; Robin
Hood may have robbed the rich traveler and despoiled the
nobility wending their way through the forests of Nottingham-
shire; but there was the good Friar Tuck to distribute the
questionably acquired gate receipts among the poor and lowly
according to their needs; but in all the eareer of this twentieth
century smuggler there is but one trait that was ever disclosed,
and that trait is insatiable greed for gold, and neither moral nor
statute law could stay its hand. Those guilty individuals who
doubtless profited most by its illegal acts, came not into the open
nor bared their breasts to deadly weapon, as did the buccaneers
of old; but calmly seated in some magnificently 8ppointed office
suite, had their nefarious work accomplished according to their
subtle plans, by causing, forsooth, a number of poor miserable
dupes to underweigh imported sugars, by means of spirals or
springs as completely and artistically concealed as were the
main beneficiaries of this resultant infamy. To those who
would study the causes of the present social unrest, the spirit
of seeming revolt against almost all organized authority, as well
as against the existing order of things in our country, I would
recommend the history of the American Sugar Refining Co., and
the study of its treatment not only of those with whom it has
had business relations, but also its ungrateful conduct toward
the Government of these United States without the protecting
arm of whose laws this nefarious corporation could not have
existed for a moment. Here was a corporation, the officers of
which stood most high in the business world. Officers who were
men who either by education or environment had had the great-
est opportunity to represent and typify the highest and most
enlightened business ideals in the great metropolis of our
country; men who financially, soecially, and mentally stood upon
the topmost pinnacle of twentieth century business; and the
consequence was that their position necessitated their following
a course of rectitude possibly even more than the average man.
Not that it is to be contended that any man, be he rich or poor,
high or low, should not respect and obey the law. All men
should obey the law of God and man alike; but I do contend
without justifying the guilt of the one or the other, that he who
has amassed a great fortune is far less excusable in violating
the law for the sake of further financial gain, in the eyes of all
right-thinking men, than was Jean Valjean when he stole a
baker's loaf to keep starvation from those whom he loved.

What, then, must be the impression npon the minds of those
of socialistic tendencies when they see men who need not one
ducat more for their necessary or even their luxurious wants,
and desire more for no other purpose save that of gratifying
the insatiate maw of money-mad men, stoop to the lowest
depths of avarice till in the broad daylight of our modern civi-
lization they will even throw down the challenge of Danton as
the gage to battle in such an unholy eause.

And yet the American Sugar Refining Co., whose history is
an open book of violations of the law, must now be rewarded
by getting their raw material duty free, and together with their
assoclate refining companies they will bring same in from their
extensive Cuban holdings without contributing one cent of duty
for the support of the Government. Such is the merited hatred
of the American people and their Representatives in Congress
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for this corporation that whenever you mention the *sugar

schedule ™ their first idea is to make all sugar duty free as a
mode of penalizing * the trust.”
suggest to them that if they wish to penalize through the sugar
schedule this trast, which so deeply merits punishment, that the
mode of procedure would be to take the duty off their finished
product, and not to give them their raw material duty free; but
this method of punishment might also catch the Federal Sugar
Refining Co., and incidentally “ the secretary ” of the “commit-
tee of wholesale grocers formed for the reduction of the duties
on sugar,” and as the said “ secretary ” has been the Moses who
has so philanthropically organized himself into a benefactor of
the American consumer, such action might appear ungrateful—
to some persons.

My view of the way of punishing the Sugar Trust for their
violations of the law is by prosecutions in the courts and by
sending the guilty officials to a Federal prison, when they have

But permit me to respectfully |

been condemned by the verdict of 12 of their fellow men, and |

not by rewarding monopoly, as the committee does in this

measore, however honest and commendable, though misguided, |

their intentions may have been.

So this delusive measure is the result in part of the just and
righteous indignation of the Democratic Members of this House
against the American Sugar Refining Co., who have been caught
red-handed in the act of smwuggling. And the methed of pun-
ishment, strange to say, without our Demecratic colleagues even
being aware of it and totally innocent of all knowledge of the
source, has been selected by the refiners themselves, through
their agent, one Frank C. Lowrey, who, disguised in the char-
acter of a self-constituted committee of wholesale grocers, has
by menns not only of the well-known yellow slip and other de-
vices aroused the consumers of the country to a pitch of bitter

i

hatred of all domestic producers of sugar, but has also circular- |

ized every Member of this body until a majority thereef are
sincerely believing that the giving of the refineries their raw

material duty free will be the salvation of the ultimate con--

sumers of the land.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me reiterate, most respect- |

fully, that this measure is beyond a doubt the most indefensible
tariff bill ever proposed by our party.

Totally oblivious of the action of all the most enlightened
nations of the world in recognizing the revenue-producing
powers of a duty on sugar, the great revenue committee of this
House recommends this measure. Even free-trade ¥ngland, thé
country which is ever held up as par excellence, the ideal of the
free trader, has to-day, after years of experiments, been com-
pelled to change its policy, in so far as this article of commerce

is concerned, and place a duty. for revenue thereon; and such |

is the revenue law of England to-day. And Iloyd-George and
his able associates are not asking for its repeal. Both the in-
come tax and the duty on sugar go hand in hand, even in Eng-
land, and side by side on the statute boek they stand, yielding
between them the great bulk of the revenue so necessary to
earry on the exnenses of that nation, however honestly and eco-
nomically administered may be her Government.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Louisiana
has expired.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the gentleman

to yield me five minntes more.

i Mr. MANN. The gentleman can not yield any more. He
yielded all the time to the gentleman, but I ask unanimous ¢on-
sent that the gentleman have five minutes more.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Choirman, I would like to grant
the gentleman more time, but I shall ask unanimous consent
when we get back into the House that all gentlemen may have
the privilege of extending tbeir remarks in the Recorp. As
the debate is limited, I felt that it would be unjust to take
more than an hour's time, and I feel that it would be unjust—

Mr. MANN. But debate has not been limited as yet.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I feel that it would be unjust for any-
one else to take more than an hour's timme. Therefore I must
object to any further extension of time in this way.

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks in the REccrp,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, how many
minutes was the gentleman from Louisiana yielded?

The CHATRMAN. Twenty-three minutes.

Mr, BURKE of Pennsylvania. I simply wanted to know the
exact time given the gentleman, and, having learned it, I sug-
gest that inasmuch a's this bill is to wipe out a great industry
of his State it was peculiarly fitting that the number of min-
utes given him by the Democratic Party to speak at its demise
was 23, [Laughter.]

Mr. WICKLIFFE. Mr. Chairman, to conclude my remarks,
examine this measure from whatever angle you may it is
found to be un-Democratic to the core.

The principles of Jefferson can never be twisted into snch
corkscrew proportions as to command us as his disciples of a
later day and generation to write a schedule on our statute
books which, becoming a law to-day, would say to those who
have up to this hour been defended by a 50 per cent or 60 per
cent duty shall to-morrow sell their product in the free-irade
markets of the world while they continue to buy all they con-
sume in the highly protected markets of America. It may be
that in opposing this measure I may be considered by some as
not so good a party man as others, but come what may, I shall
never cast my vote nor lift my voice in favor of any measure
which, in addition to being both discriminatory and unjust, is
in direct contravention of the welfare of those whom I repre-
sent, as well as a measure which is totally repugnant to the
st?iemn pledges made by me to my constituency prior to elec-

Om.

I know it sounds well mpon this floor to hear a Member of
this body eulogize the ideal of legislating in the interest of
90,000,000 people instead of looking to the interests of the
190,000 in each of their respective districts. But however mer-
itorious such ideal may be—and none can dispute its broead-
mindedness—I for one shall never vote to sacrifice my own
people who have reposed a confidence in me, onder the plea
of the benefits to be derived from this bill to all of the con-
sumers 0f the Nation, when I know, or at least honestly believe,
that instead of redounding to the ultimate benefit of the con-
sumers of the land that the chief beneficiaries of this legisla-
tion wonld be the millionaire sugar refiners who fo-day sit in
their magnificent offices somewhere around 138 Frent Street,
New York City, and smilingly await this punishment which my
Democratic brethren are meting out to them, much as the
proverbial rabbit regarded the briar patch just before the little
boy threw him in.

I reiterate, Mr. Chairman, my solemn and sincere opposition
to this measure, and I now declare that I shall never accept

| as Democratic a measure, which says to my people who. repose

their confidence in me, “ You must buy in a protected market
all that you consume and you must sell in the freetrade
markets, open to the world, all that you produce.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the commit-
tee do now rise. >

The motion was agreed to.

Acecordingly the committee rose; and Mr. Apatr, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee had had under consideration the
bill H. R. 21213, to revise the sugar schedule, and had come to

| no resolution thereon.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

By unanimous consent leave was granted—

To Mr. ALExANDER to withdraw from the files of the House,with-
out leaving copies, papers in the case of Thomas Brewer, H. R.
6842, Fifty-eighth Congress, no adverse report having been made
thereon.

To Mr. MorrrsoN, to withdraw from the files of the House,
without leaving copies, papers in the case of Milton F. Daven-
port, H. R. 6528, Fifty-second Congress, no adverse report hav-
ing been made thereon.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint
resolution of the following title:

8.J. Res, 89. Joint resolution to amend the joint resolution
to prohibit the export of coal or other material used in war
from any seaport of the United States.

THE SUGAR SCHEDULE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, at the request of gentle-
men on both sides of the House, I ask unanimous consent that
all gentlemen who have spoken upon this bill may extend and
revise their remarks in the Recorp, and that all other Members
in the House may have five legislative days after the passage
of the bill within which to print in reference to the subject mat-
ter of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, why
does the gentleman make the request at this time, when the
House is still continuing in debate on the bill and gentlemen
are still entitled to debate the bill in the committee, where it is
far more important and educating to hear the speeches than
it is to have them printed—to *“can ™ them?
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I stated to the House
that I made this request at the desire of gentlemen on both
gides of the House.

* The SPEAKER. Is there objection? X
ber. MANN. At least until debate has been limited, I shall
object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to state to the
House that if the House desires to do so, by unanimous con-
sent—and I address my remarks to the leader of the minority—
I shall ask unanimous consent that the House take a recess at
this time until half past 7, and that from half past 7 until 11
ol'lclo%l: ]to-night there shall be a session for debate only upon
this bill. :

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
desire to state that I have been listening to speeches very care-
fully and attentively, and I hope beneficially, from both sides of
this House for about six hours. While I shall not object to the
request of the gentleman, if the House takes a recess until
half past 7, when it reconvenes I shall insist upon the presence
of a quorum of the House and the presence of a quorum of the
committee during the continuance of the debate on a bill so
important as this, at this time in the session, when we have
plenty of time to really debate the subject for the real informa-
tion of the House. ]

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman’s statement
makes it apparent that we would spend most of the night get-
ting a quorum. Therefore I shall not renew the request. I
therefore move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 6 o'clock and
10 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Friday, March 15,
1912, at 12 o’clock noon. .

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
copy of a communication from the Acting Secretary of Com-
merce and Labor, submitting an estimate of appropriation for
the purchase of additional land contiguous fo the site owned by
the United States used for the Bureau of Standards (H. Doc.
No. 621) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed. -

2, A letter from the Attorney General of the United States,
_ responding to House resolution asking for copy of charges filed
against Leslie J. Lyons, United States district attorney for the
western district of Missouri, saying, by direction of the Presi-
dent, in his opinion it is nof compatible with the public interest
to furnish the information desired (H. Doec. No. 620); to the
Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

3. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and
survey of Carvers Harbor, Vinalhaven, Me. (H. Doc. No. 624) ;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be
printed with illustrations,

4. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and
survey of Nehalem Bar and entrance to Nehalem Bay, Oreg.
(H. Doe. No. 623) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and
ordered to be printed with illustrations.

5. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and
survey of ship canal between Port Townsend Bay and Oak Har-
bor (H. Doe. No. 625) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
and ordered to be printed.

G. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
Jetter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and
survey of Carrabelle Harbor, Fla. (H., Doec. No. 622); to the
© Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORTALS,.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. PRAY : A bill (H. R. 21883) for the purchase of a site
for a Federal building for the United States post office at Glen-
dive, Mont. ; to the Committee on Publi¢c Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R.. 218%84) for the purchase of a site for a Fed-
eral building for the United States post office at Anaconda,
Mont. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21885) to provide for the erection of a
public building at Kalispell, in the State of Montana; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R&. 21886) pension-
ing the surviving officers and enlisted men of the Texas Volun-
teers employed in the defense of the frontier of that State
against Mexican marauders and Indian depredations from
January 1, 1851, to January 1, 1861, and from 1866 to 1876,
inmlusl\-e, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Pen-

ons.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 21887) for
the restoration of annuities to the Medawakanton and Wahpa-
koota (Santee) Sioux Indians declared forfeited by the act of
February 16, 1863 ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. SCULLY : A bill (H. R, 21888) providing for the sale
of the United States unused post-office gite at Perth Amboy,
N. J.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. COVINGTON: A bill (H. R. 218389) to amend the act
to regulate commeree, approved February 4, 1887, as heretofore
amended; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R, 21890) to provide for a
site and public building at Key West, Fla.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 21891) authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to withdraw certain funds for the support
and maintenance of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indians
in Oklahoma ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 21892) for the relief of the Wichita
and affiliated bands of Indians; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. GARNER: A bill (H. R. 21803) to provide for the
acquisition of a site and the erection of a public building there-
on at Seguin, Tex.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr, McLAUGHLIN: A bill (H. R. 21894) to provide ad-
ditional appropriation for Federal building at Cadillac, Mich.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr. LINDBERGH: A bill (H. R. 21805) requiring the
Government to furnish post-office boxes free to regular patrons
of post offices in towns, villages, and ecities in which there is no
fl'{ee delivery; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

oads.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 21896) for the erection of a

publie building at Russellville, Logan County, Ky.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds,
° By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 21897) making appro-
priation for the improvement of the harbor of refuge, Block
Island, in the State of Rhode Island; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 21808) to
create a department of agriculture and labor in Porto Rico,
the head of which shall be a member of the executive council
of Porto Rico; to the Committee on Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R, 21889) to authorize addi-
tional aids to navigation in the Lighthouse Establishment, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Conunerce.

By Mr. LENROOT: A bill (H. R. 21953) for the erection of
a public building at Merrill, Wis.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H, R. 21954) to amend an act
entitled “An act to set apart a certain tract of land in the
State of California as forest reservations,” approved October
1, 1890, by changing the north and west boundaries of said tract
and excluding therefrom certain lands, and to attach and in-
clude said excluded lands in the Stanislaus National Forest; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Joint resolution (H. J. Res,
269) concerning contracts with Indian tribes or individual In-
dians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. NEELEY : Joint resolution (H. J. Res, 270) propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution providing that judges of
the inferior courts shall hold their offices during a term of
eight years; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 1 of Iule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AKIN of New. York: A bill (H. R. 21900) granting a
pension to Charles La Marsh; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CALLAWAY (by request) : A bill (H. R. 21901) for
the relief of 8. E. Harris; to the Commitfee on War Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. RR. 21902) for the relief of
Lemuel J. Ward; to the Committee on Claims.
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Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21903) for the relief of
Ophelia V. Worsham, sole heir of Mary H. Buchanan, deceased ;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21904) for the relief of the
heirs of Rufus L. Watt, sr., deceased; to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21905) for the relief of the
1(1511;3 of Daniel Prigmore, deceased; to the Committee on War

aims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21906) for the relief of the
Ié(]ah]-s of Obadiah Fatherree, deceased; to the Committee on War

aims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21907) for the relief of the
lé;eiri's of James N. Harrell, deceased; to the Committee on War

aims,

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 21908) for the relief of the
widow and the heirs of George F. Parker, deceased; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R, 21909) granting a pension to
George Wood; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21910) granting a pension to Martha A.
Gee; to the Committee on Pensions. :

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. R. 21911) granting an increase of
gjeﬂnsion to Sarah J. Colwell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ns,

Also, a bill (H. R. 21912) granting an inecrease of pension to
John Walter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21913) granting an increase of pension to
Uriah Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21914) granting an increase of pension to
Peter S, Hess, guardian of John E. Hess; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 21915) to correct the military record of
James Hennessy ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DAUGHERTY : A bill (H. R. 21916) granting a pen-
sion to James M. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slong,

By Mr. DIFENDERFER: A bill (H. R. 21917) granting a
pension to Joseph V. Wilkinson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 21918) granting a
pension to Harriet Todd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21919) granting a pension to Isaac Stroude;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21920) granifing a pension to William
Wright; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21921) granting a pension to James H.
Sale; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R&. 21922) granting an inerease of pensien to
Harvey Deputy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21923) granting an increase of pension to
John A. Allfie; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21924) granting an increase of pension to
John C. Moncrief; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 21925) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Daum; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21926) granting an increase of pension to
John Files; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. |

Also, a bill (H. R. 21927) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Hancher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21928) granting an increase of pension to
Mary A. Caplinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21920) to restore Willis Hampton to the
pension roll; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ESCH: A bill (H. R. 21930) granting a pension to
Chris Sletteland; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 21931) granting an increase
of pension to Robert McCleary; to the Committee on Invalid

. Pensions.

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 21932) granting a pension to
Willinm Praterer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21933) granting a pension to Sarah J.
Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21934) granting an increase of pension to
James M, Woods; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GALLAGHER: A bill (H. R. 21935) granting a pen-
gion to Luke Condron; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GLASS: A bill (H. R. 21936) granting a pension to
Hiram C. Howard; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GOEKE: A bill (H. R. 21937) granting a pension to
John Howell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (H. IX. 21938) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Lester Walker; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. 4

By Mr. KONOP: A bill (H. R. 21939) granting an increase of
pension to Joseph Feldhausen; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LEWIS: A bill (H. R. 21940) granting an increase of
pension to John Wiebel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKELLAR: A bill (H. R. 21941) for the relief of
Capt. John Briggs; ta the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. NEELEY : A bill (H. R. 21942) granting a pension to
William R. Burch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21943) granting a pension to Mary A.
Blake; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21944) granting an increase of pension fo
Clinton Black; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21945) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Cleveland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PO\VﬁRS: A bill (H. R. 21946) granting a pension
to John Storms; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21947) granting a pension to Robert Ash-
urt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R, 21948) granting a pension to John Bazel;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21949) granting an increase of pension to
George W. McFarland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SLAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 21950) for the relief of
Julius B, Mugge; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 21951) granting
a pension to William C. Farrington; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. TALBOTT of Maryland: A bill (H, R. 21952) for the
relief of James 8. Baer; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CLAYPOOL: A bill (H. R. 21955) granting an in-
crease of pension to Fred F. Runion; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. B. 21956) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Wilson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21957) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin F. Fellows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota :-Petition of . H. White
and 18 others, of Chatfield, Mimm., against extension of the
parcel-post system; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petitions of A. R. Fawley, of Bryan,
and H. Brown & Co., of Holgate, Ohio, for amending the copy-
right act of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petitions of A. L. Thomas, of Newark,
Ohio; H. A. Ackey and Ackey & Tallman, of New Philadel-
phia, Ohio, theater managers, asking for the passage of House
bill 20595, the Townsend copyright bill; to the Committee on
Patents.

By Mr. BROWNING: Petition of citizens of the State of
New Jersey, for a suffrage amendment to the Constitution; to
the Committee on the Judiciary. .

Also, petition of the Society of Friends of Woodstown, N. J.,
for passage of House joint resolution 163; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CALDER : Petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Pittsburgh, Pa., also indorsed by various other bodles, protest-
ing against the passage of House bill 21292, to amend “An act
to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Mononga-
hela River in the State of Pennsylvania by the Liberty Bridge
Co.”; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the president of the Idson Amusement Co.,
Arcade Theater, 350 Myrtle Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring
the amendment known as House bill 20595 to section 25 of the
copyright act of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of J. Malaghan, Franklin Airdome Theater,
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring the amendment kpown as House bill
20595 to section 25 of the copyright act of 1909; to the Com-
mittee on Patents. ¥

Also, petition of N. P. Heffley, president of the Heflley School,
of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring the amendment known as House
bill 20595 to section 25 of the copyright act of 1909; to the
Committee on Patents,

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of the Woman's Christian Tem-
perance Union of Ray, Ind., for passage of an effective inter-
state liquor law ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of La Grange, Ind., protesting against
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads,
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Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Indiana, for construe-
tion of one battleship in a Government navy yard; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Indiana, for amend-
ing the copyright act of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. COVINGTON: Petition of the Woman's Christian
Temperance Union of Aberdeen, Md., for passage of the Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the
Judieiary.

By Mr. DRAPER : Petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem-
perance Union of Polstenkill, N. Y., for passage of Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL : Petitions of citizens of the
State of New York, for amending the copyrlght act of 1909; to
the Committee on Patents.

Also, memorial of the Tompkins County (N. Y.) Pomona
Grange, relative to oleomargarine legislation; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Lecal Union No. 128, International Brother-
hood of Blacksmiths, of Buffalo, N. Y., for construction of one
battleship in a Government navy yard to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. DOREMUS : Petitions of citizens of East Lake, Mich.,
protesting against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Itoads.

By Mr. ESCH: Petitions of citizens of La Crosse, Neilsville,
and Black River Falls, Wis., protesting against the Lever oleo-
margarine bill; to the Comm[ttee on Agriculture.

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of Chris Slette-
land; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also. petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union
of Loyal, Wis, for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate
liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Petitions of citizens of New York
City, for construction of one battleship in a Government navy
yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petitions of the California Club,of California, and coun-
cil of the city of Alameda, Cal., protesting against a reduction
in appropriation for the operation of the San Francisco Mint; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the First Unitarian Church of Oakland,
Cal., for increased appropriation to more effectively enforce the
white-slave traffic act; to the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, relative to toll rates through the Panama Canal; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Algo, memorial of the board of directors of the Syracuse
{N. Y.) Chamber of Commerce, relative to appropriation for the
Fifth International Congress of Chambers of Commerce; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, protesting against proposed reduction in appropria-
tion for the Diplomatic and Consular Service; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. FORNES: Petition of Phil Sampson, of New York
City, for amending the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee
on Patents.

Also, memorial of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, urging establishment of marine schools; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of a Catholic society of New York City, in re-
gard to measures relating to Catholic Indian mission interests;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Petition of citizens of Marion
County, 111, in favor of House bill 14—pareel post; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of New Baden, IlL, in favor of House
bill 16450, to protect shipments from one State to another; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Mike Donahue, of Streator, IIl.,
in favor of the passage of House bill 17470, to pension widows
of Spanish War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petition of Manley Munson, of Manchester, and A. H.
Young, of Sheridan, Ill., in favor of the passage of a parcel-post
law; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of E. N. Howell, of Dixon, Ill., against the estab-
lishment of a parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the Illinois Wholesale Grocers’ Association,
‘of Peoria; I, favoring 1-cent letter postage; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of Charles Bukenbend and Murray & Kings, of
La Salle, Ill.; E. Ii. Johuson and H. Noben, of Rockford, Il ;

Clapp & Jewett, of Mazon, Ill.; and Charles A. Schaefer, of
Sycamore, I1l, all in favor of the passage of the Townsend bill
(H. R. 20595) to amend section 25 of the copyright act of 1909,
ete.; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: Petitions of the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Unions, churches, and chureh organizations
in the State of Michigan, for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard in-
terstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of citizens of Cloverdale and Niles, Mich,,
urging the enactment of parcel-post legislation; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Rloads.

By Mr. HAMMOND: Petition of Mr. Feece Lewis and 42
others, of Lake Crystal, Minn., in opposition to the Lever bill;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HELGESEN: Petition of 75 citizens of Devils Lake,
Burnstad, Martin, Overly, Dunseith, Throne, and Marshall, all
in the State of North Dakota, asking for a reduction in the duty
on raw and refined sugar; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petitions of 25 residents of Edinburg, Park River, Ana-
moose, IHillsboro, Drayton, Blue Grass, Buffalo, Minot, Mad-
dock, and Milton, all in the State of North Dakota, asking for a
reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugar; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of G. O. Frank, of Minot, N. Dak, and 120 other
business men of the State, protesting against the passage of
any parcel-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Hoads.

By Mr. HILL: Petition of members of North Cornwall
Grange, protesting against the reestablishment of the canteen;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of South Norwalk, Conn., favoring
the construction of one battleship in a Government navy yard;
to the Commitiee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petition of Concord Division, No. 2, Sons of Temperance,
Norwalk, Conn., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate
liguor bill to remove the Federal shield of interstate commerce
from liquors shipped into any State for illegal use; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of citizens of Bridgeport and Danbury, Conn.,
favoring the construction of one battleship in a Governmeat
navy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem-
perance Union of Ogden, Utah, urging passage of Kenyon-
Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Alsgo, petition of Ogden (Utah) Lodge, International Asso-
ciation of Machinists, against the so-called Taylor system of
scientific management in Govermment arsenals and navy yards;
to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. KENDALL: Petition of citizens of Montezuma, Towa,
for passage of the Haugen bill; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. McHENRY : Petition of citizens of Exchange, Straw-
berry Ridge, and Turbotville, Pa., asking for the immediate
passage of parcel-post bill (H. R. 14) ; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. McMORRAN; Petition of citizens of Port Huron,
Mich., with reference to the Hobson prohibition bill; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of Port Huron, Mich., with reference
to the Kenyon-Sheppard bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary

By Mr. MAHER : Petition of Herman Mayer, of Brooklyn,
N. Y., for amending the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee
on Patents.

By Mr. MONDELL: Petition of various merchants of Casper,
Wyo., protesting against the enactment of any legislation ex-
tending the parcel-post system in the United States; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. :

Also, petition of citizens of the State of Wyoming, urging an
appropriation for the building of at least one battleship in a
Government navy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petitions of citizens of Alcova, Grueb, and Mayoworth,
Wyo., in favor of parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MOTT: Petitions of Granges Nos. 19 and 59, I’atlons
of Husbandry, against the Lever oleomargarine Dbill; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LEWIS: Memorial of citizens of Crellin, Md., praying
the passagse of laws preventing the shipment of intoxicating
liguors from States permitting the sale of intoxicating liquors
into States wherein the sale and license for such liquors is de-
nied; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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Also, petition of the Seventh-day Adventist Church of Ta-
koma Park, Md., praying the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard
interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of members of the Woman’s Christian Temper-
ance Union of Thurmont, Md., praying the speedy passage of
the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee
on the Judiciary. ! :

Also, petition of Walter R. Lynch, general secretary of Cen-
tral Young Men’s Christian Association, and 67 other citizens of
Cumberland, Md., praying the speedy passage of the Kenyon-
S!hepparcl interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. »

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of Cleve H. Flanigan, of Phila-
delphia, Pa., for passage of special pension bill H. R. 17624 ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petitions of citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., for amending
the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. LANGLEY : Petitions of members of Improved Order
of Red Men of tenth congressional district of Kentucky, for an
American Indian memorial and museum building in the city of
Washington, D. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds. s

Also, petition of members of the International Brotherhood of
Maintenance-of-Way Employees, Chesapeake & Ohio Railway,
for construction of one battleship in a Government navy yard;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. LOUD : Petition of William Wilson and 30 other resi-
dents of Beaverton, Mich., favoring parcel post; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. NEEDHAM: Petitions of the Woman’s Christian
Temperance Unions of Fresno and Oakdale, Cal., for passage of
Kenyon-Sheppard interstate-liquor bill; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. :

Also, petition of Oakland (Cal) Center of the California
Civic League, for more effective enforcement of the white-
slave traffic act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. -

Also, petition of citizens of Parkfield, Cal., for enactment of
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, memorial of the Steam Schooner Association of San
Franeisco, Cal., protesting against any change in present ad-
ministration of the Revenue-Cutter Service; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Yreka (Cal.) Improvement Club, for
appropriation to improve Yosemite National Park; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. NYE: Petition of citizens of St. Bonifacius, Minn,,
favoring Haugen oleomargarine bill; to the Committee on
Agriculture. ’

Also, memorial of Practical Stonemasons’ Local No. 5, of
Minnesota, for enactment of House bill 11032; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAKER: Memorials of the Sacramento Valley De-
velopment Association and San Francisco Mining and Scientific
Press, relative to House bill 17033 ; to the Committee on Mines
and Mining.

Also, memorial of San Francisco (Cal.) Cham¥er of Com-
merce, protesting against reduction in duty on olive oil; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Civie Center of San Leandro, Cal., for
a more effective enforcement of the white-slave traffic act; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of Dunham, Carrigan & Hayden Co., of San
Franecisco, Cal., in opposition to House bill 16344 ; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. REILLY : Petition of Henkle & Joyce Hardware Co.,
of Lincoln, Nebr., and the Sieg Iron Co., of Davenport, Iowa,
in favor of l1-cent postage; fo the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union
of Meriden, Conn., in favor of the Kenyon-Sheppard bill to with-
draw from interstate-commerce protection liquors imported into
dry territory for illegal use: to the Committee on the Judiciary,

Also, petition of American Association for Labor Legislation,
of New York City, in favor of House bill 20842, to tax white
phosphorus matehes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Group 513 of the Polish National Alliance of
Wallingford, Conn., against a bill to further regulate the im-
migration of aliens; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Algo, petition of Albert MeC. Mathewson, of New Haven,
Conn., in favor of House bills 16802 and 18244, to make appro-
priations for increased eduecational facilities for the Navajo In-
dians, ete.; to the Commitiee on Indian Affairs,

Also, petition of Milford Theater, of Milford; Gem Opera
House, of Naugatuck; White City Theater, New Haven; Wyo.
Poli Theater, Meriden; Star Theater, Meriden; Star San Car-
lino Theater, New Haven:; Bijou Theater, Derby; Queumpiag
Theater, New Haven; Crystal Theater, Meriden, all in the
State of Connecticut, in favor of House bill 20595 to amend
section 25 of the copyright law; to the Committee on Pat-
ents.

Also, petition of St. Boniface Society, New Haven, Conn.,
against the proposed inguiry concerning Government institu-
tions in which American citizens wearing the habit of various
religious orders are employed; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs. i ¥

By Mr. RODENBERG: Petition of numerous citizens of
Nameoki, Ill., favoring extension of the parcel post; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of Local Union No. 250, Cigarmakers' Inter-
national Union of America, favoring House bill 17253; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of International Brick, Tile, and Terra Cotta
Workers’ Alliance, Belleville, I11. ; Stove Mounters’ International
Union, Belleville, I1l.; Stove Mounters and Steel Range Workers
of Belleville, T11., favoring the old-age pension bill; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

Also, memorial of International Association of Machinists,
St. Clair Lodge, No. 353, of Belleville, Ill., favoring the Derger
old-age pension bill; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, memorial of Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners,
Edwardsville, I1l.,, Local No. 378, favoring House bill 11032; to -
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of International Union, Local No. 72, Stove
Mounters and Steel Range Workers, of Belleville, Ill., favoring
House bill 11032; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD : Petitions of C. E. Gross and A. I.
Holton, of Booneville, and O. B. Wilson, of Columbia, Mo., for
amending the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on
Patents.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petitiong of citizens of the State of New
Jersey, for amending the copyright act of 1909; to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

By Mr. SIMS: Petitions of citizens of Parson, Tenn., and
Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union of Ameriea, Local
No. 294, of Henderson County, Tenn., favoring the parcel post;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SMALL: Petition of J. A. Leigh and other citizens of
Belhaven, N. C., favoring House bill 16819, extending free mail
delivery in towns of less than 10,000 population; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Petition of F. A. Me- -
Burney, of Hollywood, Cal.,, for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard
interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TALBOTT of Maryland: Petitions of merchants of
Carroll County, Md., asking that the duties on raw and refined
sugars be reduced; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of churches in Carroll County, Md., for passage
of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor bill; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD : Petition of the Woman's Christian
Temperance Union, of Thomsonville, Ill., favoring the Kenyon-
Sheppard liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of Cambria, I1l., favoring Senate bill
3953 and House bill 16313 ; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, petition of Retail Merchants’ Association of Duquoin,
Il1., favoring Senate bill 4308 and House bill 17736 ; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. :

Also, petitions of citizens of Cairo, Ill., against extension of
the parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

Also, memorial of Illinois Farmers Institute, favoring the
Faugen oleomargarine bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TOWNER : Petition of (. V. Drew and 26 other citi-
zens of Creston, Towa, favoring the passage of House bill 16214 ;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITACRE : Petition of Lodge No. 40, A. A, of 1. 8.
and T. W., of Youngstown, Ohio, for removal of tax on oleomar-
garine; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. YOUNG of Kansas: Petitions of citizens of Ellis,
Russell, and Trego Counties, Kans., protesting against the pas-
sage of parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of citizens of Ellis, Russell, and Trego Coun-
ties, Kans,, for regulation of express rates and classification;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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